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IRVING PERESS 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 23, 1955 


Untrep States SENATE, 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:05 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
357 of the Senate Office Building, Senator John L. McClellan (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators John L. McClellan (Democrat), Arkansas; 
Henry M. Jackson (Democrat), Washington; Stuart Symington 
(Democrat), Missouri; Sam J. Ervin, Jr. (Democrat), North Caro- 
lina; Joseph R. McCarthy (Republican), Wisconsin; Karl E. Mundt 
(Republican), South Dakota; George H. Bender (Republican), Ohio. 

Present also: Robert F. Kennedy, chief counsel; Donald F. O’Don- 
nell, chief assistant counsel; James N. Juliana, chief counsel to the 
minority ; J. Fred McClerkin, legal research analyst; Paul J. Tierney, 
investigator ; Ruth Y. Watt, chief clerk. 

(Present at this time are Senators McClellan, Ervin, and 
McCarthy.) 

The CHatrman. All right, the committee will come to order. I 
wish we could bring that pile driver to order, too. 

General Weible, will you come around, please, 

Do you solemnly swear that the evidence you shall give before this 
investigating subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

General Werstez. I do, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Have a seat, sir. 


TESTIMONY OF LT. GEN. WALTER L. WEIBLE 


The Cuarrman. General, what is your present assignment? 

General Weretx. I am Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and 
Administration in the Headquarters, Department of the Army, in 
the Pentagon. 

The Cuarrman. What assignment did you have on November 20, 
1953? 

General Wetete. The same one I now have. 

The Cuarrman. You had the same assignment in January and 
February of 1954? 

General WersLe. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarman. Is that the same assignment on November 20 1953? 

General Werste. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. All right, counsel, will you take over ¢ 
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Mr. Kennepy. You took over that position on the 19th of October ; 
is that correct ? 

General Weretz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Could you outline for us very briefly what your 
duties consist of in that position ? 

General Werete. My function is to coordinate all of the various 
staff agencies of the Department of Army staff in the execution of 
plans and policies and programs of the Department of the Army. 

Mr. Kennepy. General in the latter part of November of 1953, 
approximately a month after you had taken over that position, 
did you receive a memorandum from G-—1 concerning Irving Peress, 
a memorandum and some related papers ? 

General Wereie. There was a memorandum from G-1 to the Office 
of the Chief of Staff, and it was brought to me by one of the assistant 
secretaries for the General Staff. 

Mr. Kennepy. Would you identify that document, please ? 

(A document was handed to the witness. ) 

General Werste. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. That is the memorandum that you received, and 
I believe it has already been made an exhibit. 

Mr. Brucker. What is the number of that; do you remember ? 

The CuHarrman. Apparently this document has not previously been 
made an exhibit. Therefore, if you will identify the document, Gen- 
eral, we will make it an exhibit to your testimony. 

General Wersie. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Will you please identify the document for the 
record ¢ 

General Werrstz. This was the document that was brought to me as 
a cover sheet for a large file relating to this particular case by one 
of the assistant secretaries of the General Staff. 

The Cuarrman. You mean the Peress case? 

General Wetstez. That is right, sir. 

The CHatrman. Is that the first information you had of the Peress 
case ¢ 

General Werste. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman,. All right, this document may be made exhibit 62. 

(Exhibit No. 62 appears in the appendix on p. 421.) 

Proceed. 

Mr. Kennepy. There was a suggestion in that memorandum or 
statement or recommendation that Irving Peress be released under 
the involuntary release program. 

First, General, was that the first case of this type that you had 
handled in that position ? 

General Wrrste. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Do you have an explanation as to why this case was 
sent to your office? 

General Werstz. The only reason that I know of that it came up to 
the Office of the Chief of Staff was because there was a letter attached 
to it for General Bolte’s signature. Otherwise it had been acted upon 
by all of the proper staff agencies without any dissension. 

Mr. Kennepy. You reviewed the case and had a briefing from 
one of your assistants, and did you make the determination that as 
this man was a subversive that you questioned whether he should be 
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released under the involuntary release program, but that perhaps more 
drastic action should be taken toward him ? 

General Werstx. Well, I was doubtful that this was the proper 
method to eliminate a security risk from the service and hence | asked 
various questions of the officer who was briefing me, who in turn then 
sent the case back to G—1 asking for certain information which I had 
asked informally of him. 

Mr. Kennepy. Would you identify that document, General? 

General Weisz, Well, this seems to be what the briefing officer 
placed on the referral slip as a result of my questions of him. 

Mr. Kennepy. That was sent back to G-1 in order to get this fur- 
ther information, and in order for you to make sure in your own mind 
that this was the proper way to get rid of Irving Peress? 

General Werte. Yes, sir. 

The Cierx. That was yesterday’s exhibit 57. 

The Cuarrman. The document you have just referred to is exhibit 
57 of the record. 

Mr. Kennepy. General, would you identify that document, please? 

(Document given to the witness.) 

General Werete. That is a photostatic copy of our referral slip. 

Mr. Kennepy. Would you identify the new document before you? 

General Wetete. Oh, this one, you mean? This is the cover sheet 
that came back after G-1 had furnished the information which I had 
asked of the briefing officer, and who reiterated with concurrences the 
fact that the attached letter should be signed by General Bolte. 

Mr. KenneEpy. That is dated the 12th of December; is it ? 

General Wristr. That is dated the 12th. I cannot say that I saw it 
that same day. 

Mr. Kennepy. I understand, and that reiterated the decision that 
will be made that Irving Peress should be released under the involun- 
tary release program ¢ 

General Weretx. That is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Was there still a question in your mind regarding 
this release of Irving Peress under these methods? 

General Wereiz. I was a little doubtful still, and so I sent it up to 
the office of the Judge Advocate General for their comment or con- 
currence. 

Mr. Kennepy. And you received that same document back with a 
concurrence ? 

General Wertz. With the concurrence of the Judge Advocate 
General. 

Mr. Kennepy. May we have that admitted? 

The Crerx. That is exhibit 58 admitted on yesterday. 

The Cuatrman. What is the number of it? 

The Crerx. It was yesterday’s exhibit 58. 

The Cuarrman. This document that you have been testifying about 
is exhibit 58. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now when that came back to you, General, you sent 
ee and this letter to General Bolte with your concurrence. Is that 
right ¢ 

General Werste. Yes; although at that particular time I did not 
read the letter in detail, as I expected General Bolte would do that 
before he signed it. 
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Mr. Kennepy. That is the letter that was sent on. 

(Witness conferred with counsel.) 

General Wetsz. I think that I have covered that, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Will you continue, that was the letter that was 
sent on. 

General Werstr. This was the letter that General Bolte signed to 
General Burress that Peress was to be eliminated under the provisions 
of the involuntary release program. 

Mr. Kennepy. May we ows that letter made an exhibit. 

The Cuarrman. It will be made exhibit 63. 

(Exhibit No. 63 appears in the appendix on p. 422. 

Mr. Kennepy. General, these documents then were forwarded 
to General Bolte with your concurrence. The next that you heard of 
Irving Peress was on February 1. Is that right? 

General Werstz. That is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. And at that time Mr. John Adams, the Department 
Counselor came to your office on the evening of that date? 

General Wers.e. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Could you tell us what the purpose of his visit to your 
office was ? 

General Wersie. He brought with him a letter from Senator Mc- 
Carthy to the Secretary of the Army in which the Senator strongly 
urged that Peress be tried by court-martial. 

(Senator Symington entered the room.) 

General Werstx. The discussion as far as I was concerned centered 
around the fact as to whether or not I could in any way initiate court- 
martial action as a result of the letter alone. 

Mr. Kennepy. In your mind was the purpose of the conversation 
to receive your opinion as to whether Irving Peress could be court- 
martialed or not? 

General Weise. That is the way I understood it; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. What questions did you ask of John Adams at 
that time? 

General Wersie. I don’t remember the detailed conversation because 
jt was in the evening and it only lasted for probably 20 minutes. But 
my attention was focused on whether or not Mr. Adams had received 
the evidence which was mentioned in the Senator’s letter or whether 
he was going to get any such evidence. 

Mr. Kennepy. Did he say that he could receive or get such evidence 
from the committee? 

General Wersiz. He gave me a very definite impression that he had 
not gotten anything and that he wasn’t going to get anything. 

Senator McCarruy. Did he keep from you the fact that all of the 
evidence the committee took was made available to him? 

General Weree. He told me that he had received nothing. 

Senator McCarruy. In other words, he didn’t tell you that he was 
invited to sit in at all of the hearings and all of the evidence was 
available to him? He never told you that? 

yeneral Wersie. No, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. Would your opinion have been changed if he 
had told you that he had the evidence and the committee was making 
it available to him, that he had the evidence from undercover agents 
to the effect that Peress was a member of the Communist Party, that 
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he had the affidavit that Peress signed when he went into the service 
saying he was not a Communist, and if he had called your attention to 
1001 of the United States Code which makes it a criminal offense, 
punishable up to 5 years? Would that have changed your decision ? 

Mr. Brucker. Just a minute. That is a hypothetical question based 
upon a lot of subjunctive material that certainly is not proper for 
this witness. That is based on what another man is supposed to have 
had who hasn’t even testified here. 

The CuatrmMan. We are trying to determine whether he was in 
possession of all of this information and what action he would have 
taken if he had had the information, if they are the facts, and he may 
answer the question as to if these facts had been made known to 
him as such whether he would have taken the same action he did 
take, or advise or counsel as he did advise or counsel. 

General Werte. As I understand it, sir, if I had had the evidence 
which was indicated in the letter, what action would I have taken ? 

Senator McCarruy. Do you understand the question? Let me 
repeat it to you, and all of this is in evidence before this committee. 
It isnot a hypothetical question. 

Mr. Brucker. I have heard nothing of that kind, Senator, at all. 
There is nothing in this record of this kind. 

The Cuarrman. Just a moment, and let us proceed in order. It 
may be hypothetical insofar as this witness’ knowledge is concerned, 
and he may not have the knowledge of it as a fact, whether it exists 
in the record or not. The Senator says it does exist in the record and 
wishes to propound a hypothetical question if he had had the benefit 
of these fasts and information would his procedure or would his 
counsel and advice have been the same as that which he gave. It is 
quite proper. 

Mr. Brucker. Just a moment, Mr. Chairman. I have sat here 
every minute of this hearing and if he means this record, there is 
nothing in this record about that, and it can’t be hypothetical because 
there is nothing in the record. 

The Cuarrman. He is referring to the records of this committee 
and the record that this committee has, which would relate, I pre- 
sume and I am sure that is true, to previous investigations this com- 
mittee may have made, and previous testimony that has been given 
before it. Is that correct ? 

Senator McCarruy. Yes; it is in the same case, in the Peress case. 
Mr. Brucker was not present then and Mr. Adams was present at that 
time. The evidence was all made available to the Army. Mr. Adams 
was allowed to sit in, and it was all part of the same hearing. 

Mr. Brucker. Based on that hypothesis then 

Senator McCarrny. It is the evidence which Mr. Adams had, and 
now I am talking to General Weible and I want to know if General 
Weible’s decision would be the same if he knew what the evidence was. 

I am repeating the question, and assuming you had this information, 
your decision would have been different. If at the time you discussed 
this case with Adams, if you had known that there was sworn testimony 
that Peress was a member of the Communist Party and attended a 
Communist leadership school, and if you had known that he signed a 
false statement denying he was a Communist, and if the lawyer, and 
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you are not a lawyer, had called your attention to section 1001 of the 
United States Code which makes it a criminal offense, punishable up 
to 5 years, would your decision still have been to give him an honorable 
discharge ? 

General Wetste. I had no decision to give him an honorable dis- 
charge. 

Senator McCarruy. Would you have recommended court-martial 
then ? 

General Werte. Yes, sir, if the evidence justified it, we would 
certainly have recommended court-martial. 

Senator McCarrny. If you had the evidence that I just repeated, 
you would have recommended court-martial ? 

General Werete. Yes, as I understand it; yes, sir. I am not a 
lawyer. 

Senator McCarrny. I understand. I was bringing out the fact that 
you were operating without the knowledge that was available, and, 
therefore, you could hardly be blamed for the action you took. 

The Cuarmman. May the Chair make this observation : The purpose 
of this testimony would be to determine whether Mr. Adams, when he 
went to you to confer with you about this matter, acquainted you with 
all of the facts. 

If he did not acquaint you with all of the facts, of course, you would 
not be responsible probably for making an erroneous decision. The 
purpose of it is, the reason the Chair felt that it should be admitted, 
was so that we can get the whole facts. 

You took an action, and we want to know upon what information 
that action was based, or if you lacked information as to all of the facts 
we want to establish that. 

Now, as I understand it, you did not have the benefit of what had 
transpired in this committee, the transcript of the testimony that had 
been taken, that may have revealed all or some of the facts as related 
by the Senator from Wisconsin. 

You did not have those facts before you, whatever they were ? 

General WerBLE. That is-true, sir. 

The Cuatrman. So, therefore, you advised that on the basis of what 
you had before you, after receiving Senator McCarthy’s letter, that you 
saw no basis for a court-martial. Is that correct? 

General Wertsxz. I saw no basis for taking any court-martial action, 
sir. 

The Cuarrman. That is right. Now, I have one other question in 
that document that you had before you a moment ago. I think it is 
there on your left, and I don’t know the exhibit number. 

When you doubted, General, that that was the proper procedure to 
get a subversive out of the Army, you sent back to Personnel an 
inquiry, making inquiry, about certain information. Is that correct? 

General Wetsie. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrman. You did not ask what was on it, or what his form 
No. 390 revealed, did you? 

General Wetste. I did not go through the file in detail, myself. 

The Cuatrman. But when you called for the information in forms 
98, and 398, and 98—A, I believe, you did not call for form 390, what 
it contained, did you ? 

General Westie. No, sir. 
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Senator McCarruy. I have one question there. At the time you 
talked to John Adams on February 1, did you know that they planned 
to give Peress an honorable discharge the following morning ¢ 

General Wentz. I did not. I knew that he might be discharged 
the following day, sir, but I didn’t know that he was going to get an 
honorable discharge. 

The CHarrman. The Chair would like at this time to present this 
letter which has been referred to, a letter having been received from 
Senator McCarthy to the witness and ask you if you will identify that 
letter, and if that letter was considered by you in the conference you 
had with Mr. Adams? 

(Senator McCarthy left the room. Senators present at this time 
were Ervin, Symington, and McClellan.) 

The Cratrman. Let us have order, please. 

General Wetste. I believe this is the same letter, sir, that was 
brought into my office by Mr. Adams on the night of February 1. 

The CuamMan. That was the basis of the conferences that he had 
with you? 

General Wemue. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. That is the letter? 

General Werte. That is right. 

The CuamrmaNn. The letter may be made exhibit 64 for the record. 
Will you pass it back up here, please. 

(The document was returned to the chairman.) 

(Exhibit No. 64 appears in the appendix on p. 423.) 

The CHARMAN. Giieanel: did you have anything to do with mak- 
ing the determination as to whether Peress should receive an hon- 
orable discharge ? 

General Werete. No, sir; I did not. 

The CuAmman,. That was not within your purview of your au- 
thority ? 

General Weretx. Well, the action that we took in December, sir, 
did not specify that he would get an honorable discharge, and I was 
under the impression that the type of discharge would be determined 
locally at the station from which he was separated. 

The Cuarrman. In that connection, did you get counsel, and I sup- 
pose you would get it from the Judge Advocate General, as to the 
nature or character of the discharge that Peress would receive under 
the proceedings then being followed ? 

General Wetstez. I did not get it, sir, at that particular time. 

The CHarrman. This being a security case, can you explain why 
there was not knowledge on the part of those of you having to deal 
with it, that had the responsibility for processing the discharge, why 
there was not knowledge as to the character of discharge he would 
receive if discharge from the service was ordered ? 

General Wetste. The only thing I can say, sir, is that the decision 
or the matter that was subject to decision was merely whether or not 
he would be separated from the service under the involuntary release 
program. 

The Carman. Explain what the involuntary release program 
means with respect to the character of a discharge a man would re- 
ceive if discharged under that program? 

General Werste. At that particular time he could have been dis- 
charged with either a quissal ditabinee or an honorable discharge, 
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The Cuamrman. Who was the deciding authority, and who made the 
final decision as to whether the discharge would be general or be final 
under the system that you were then operating under ? 

General Werexe. It was actually made, as I understand it, in the 
Adjutant General’s Office, sir. I was under the impression "that it 
would be made by the local commander, at the time he was actually 
separated. 

The Cuarmman. Does the local commander determine the character 
of discharge an officer receives, an officer who is a security risk ¢ 

Has that ever been the policy of the Army, that the local commander 
would determine the character of the discharge he receives? 

General Wetstz. I cannot state, sir, whether or not it has ever been 
the policy. 

The Cuamman. Was it the policy at that time? 

General Werste. Actually 

The Cuatrman. We are trying to find where the responsibility lies. 

General Werete. Well, I did not know, at the moment, that I passed 
this on to General Bolte, so in that respect I was uninformed as to what 
would happen asa result of this action. 

The Cuarrman. Well, were you not concerned about it? You knew 
it was a security case and you were trying to get this fellow out of 
the service, and were you not concerned or did you not have any inter- 
est in knowing the character and nature of the discharge he would re- 
ceive if these papers were processed to a conclusion ? 

General Werste. I overlooked that, sir. 

The Cuarrman. All right; you overlooked that. Is it not true that 
at that time, General, and were you not apprised of the fact that it 
was the policy of the Army and the practice without exception to dis- 
charge Reserve officers with an honorable discharge who were security- 
risk suspects ? 

General Werste. I was not aware of that, sir. 

The CuarrMan. And is it not also true, and were you not aware of 
it, that where the subject, the person was an enlisted man, that he was 
given a general discharge or a discharge—undesirable discharge? 

General Werete. I was unaware of that, sir. I did not go into that 
side of it. 

The Cuatrman. How many of these different cases came over your 
desk for similar attention and action that you gave the Peress case? 

General Wetste. I think this was the only one, sir. 

The Cuarrman. The only one that ever came over your desk? 

General Werste. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. In the normal processing of them, then, you had no 
responsibility in connection with them ¢ 

General Werstz. That is right, sir. 

The Cuatrrman. How did you happen to become involved in the 
Peress case ? 

General Werstz. The only reason is the fact that a letter was at- 
tached for the Vice Chief of Staff’s signature and it was brought to me 
first. 

The Cuarrman. So that you are not the one who would normally 
make the decision and be informed as to just what the procedure was, 
or just how the system operated at that particular time, or what policy 
governed or controlled ¢ 

General Werste. That is correct, sir. 
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The Cuatrman. All right. All I am trying to do is get the record 
straight. 

General Wetste. That is right, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any other questions ? 

Senator SymineTon. General Weible, why was the Peress case the 
only one that came to the Vice Chief of Staff ¢ 

General Wrtste. Simply because it had a personal letter to be signed 
by General Bolte, to General Burress. I know of no other reason for 
it having come to the office of the Chief of Staff. 

Senator Symineron. Who sent that letter to the Office of the Chief 
of Staff? 

General Werrete. General Burress had written a personal letter to 
General Bolte at a previous date, in processing it. In processing the 
case the answer to General Burress’ letter was attached to the case and 
that is the only reason the whole case, as such, came up to the Office 
of the Chief of Staff level. 

Senator Symineton. What was the nature of the personal letter 
that General Burress wrote to General Bolte ¢ 

General Werete. I don’t think, sir, that I ever read it. I don’t 
recall it. The general nature, I think, was a questioning on General 
Burress’ part as to the delay in effecting a separation, that the decision 
was in the Department of the Army and General Burress, I believe, 
was irritated because the action hadn’t been concluded. 

Senator Symrneron. I understand that was testified to yesterday 
and I was not here. But what motivated somebody to write General 
Burress about it, and how did General Burress get in on it 4 

General Werte. He was the commanding general, First Army, sir, 
and had jurisdiction over all of the posts, camps, and stations in the 
First Army area. 

Senator Symineron. Who got in touch with General Burress about 
the matter / 

General Weisir. I don’t know, sir. 

Senator Symrneton. Does counsel know ? 

Mr. Brucker. General Zwicker did; you will find it in the testi- 
mony, not in the testimony yesterday but the next witness will supply 
it. 

Senator Symrneton, General Zwicker notified General Burress that 
there was some trouble with a fellow named Peress and, therefore, the 
matter became a matter for the Chief of Staff, or the Vice Chief of 
Staff ¢ 

General Werete. I think only because General Burress got per- 
sonally interested to the extent that he wrote to General Bolte per- 
sonally about it. Otherwise, I don’t know, sir. 

Senator Symrnoeton. Let me ask one more question. I have read 
this letter here. It is a pretty tough copy to read. I wonder who 
photostated this. In trying to decipher it, not being a eryptologist, 
you didn’t feel on the basis of this letter which Mr. Adams showed you 
that this Major Peress should be court-martialed ? . 

General Werete. I told Mr. Adams that on the basis of the letter 
alone, I could not initiate court-martial action. What I needed was 
the evidence that was referred to in the letter. 

Senator Symineron. Did Mr. Adams suggests to you that Major 
Peress be eliminated quickly, and that the matter be closed up as far 
as the Army was concerned as quickly as possible ¢ 
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General Wetste. I don’t think that he said it in any such way, sir. 
He was rather annoyed that we had not gotten rid of this man before, 
but aside from that I don’t think he said anything special. 

Senator Symrineton. I notice that at that time the question came 
up that the dismissal of Major Peress would be advanced from March 
31 to February 2. Did not that interest you, that speed up? 

General Werste. I had heard that he himself had asked for an 
immediate release, which would mean anytime within the next several 
days. 

Senator SymrncTon. Well, inasmuch as you had seen the letter 
from Senator McCarthy who was chairman of this committee, did 
you not think that maybe the best thing to do would be not to release 
him at that time and recognize the importance of the letter that the 
chairman of this committee had sent to Mr. Adams? 

General Wetbxe. I did recognize the importance of the letter, sir, 
and what bothered me was the fact that we didn’t have the evidence, 
and from Mr. Adams’ statement I didn’t think we were going to 
get it, and he so stated. 

Senator Symineton. Did Mr. Adams say there was any further 
evidence regardless of whether you would get or not, and did he imply 
there was any further evidence or did he say there wasn’t any further 
evidence ? 

General Wetnte. I don’t know. 

Senator Symineron. I did not mean to make my question too long. 

General WerBs.ze. May I answer it in part ! 

Senator Symrneron. Let us take it in part. First, did he tell you 
there was any further evidence with respect to Major Peress? 

General WereLe. No, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Did he tell you that there was not any further 
evidence with respect to Major Peress? 

General Werse. He said he was not going to get it. 

Senator Symineron. Did he imply that there was any? 

General Were.e. No, sir. I don’t think he did, except by bringing 
the letter and showing it to me, because the letter indicated that there 
was. 

Senator SymtnetTon. The letter could not be any further evidence 
because you said that you did not have any further evidence, and 
that, therefore, you felt that Major Peress could be released without 
court-martial. So there could not be any further evidence in the 
letter. 

Now, what I am asking you is was there any evidence in addition to 
the letter ? 

General Werste. No, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Did he imply there was any evidence anywhere 
in addition to the letter ? 

General Wersiz. He did not. 

Senator Symrneron. So that you felt that based on your conversa- 
tion with him, that he gave you the complete story with respect to 
Major Peress? 

General Werte. As far as I know; yes, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. I have no further uestions. 

Senator Ervin. General, an order was issued in the Fentagon di- 
recting that the elimination of Major Peress from the service, was 
it not, sent down through channels? 
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General Werete. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. Now, I will ask you if the local commander was not 
required by Army regulations to give an honorable discharge under 
those circumstances, unless the order made some direction to the 
contrary ¢ 

General Wriste. Well, I have learned since that he actually received 
a directive from the Adjutant General’s office to give the man an honor- 
able discharge. 

Senator Ervin. If the order issuing out of the Pentagon through 
channels to the local commander, directed the discharge of a man and 
said nothing whatever on the subject, it would have been his duty, 
under Army regulations, the duty of the local commander, to dis- 
charge him with an honorable discharge ? 

General Wernte. That is right, sir. That is unless between the 
date of receipt of the order and the date of actual separation, some- 
thing had happened to indicate to him that he should report it to 
the proper authorities and ask for further instructions. 

Senator Ervin. You say you have ascertained since that there was 
a directive issued to the local commander in this case to give or to 
grant an honorable discharge? 

General Weise. That is right, sir. I did not know that at the time 
that it left the Department, and in fact, I did not know it until the 
Inspector General made his investigation. 

Senator Ervin. The fact is that the Army at that time had no ade- 
quate regulations directing those responsible for action in cases like 
this, what kind of action they should take in cases of subversives. Is 
that not true? 

(Senator McCarthy entered the room.) 

General Weratz. I would say it this way, sir, if I may: I think 
the policy that directed that these security risks would be discharged 
under the provisions of the involuntary-release program were the 
foundation of our difficulties in that respect. 

Senator Ervin, That was based, or the involuntary-release program 
was a program which was designed to really eliminate from the service 
incompetent officers ? 

General Weisixz. That is right, sir, or not necessarily incompetent. 
It might have been people whom we had to release because of our 
reduction in strength. 

You see, as our strength is reduced, some people are released invol- 
untarily, not necessarily for any cause, 

Senator Ervin. That is all. 

Senator Symineron. When Mr. Adams came to you to discuss this 
matter, did he say that he discussed it with anybody else in the Army 
at, that time, or in the Department of Defense, and if so, who? 

General Werze.e. I don’t recall that he did, sir, and I don’t think 
he did. 

Senator Symineron. Where was Secretary Stevens at the time that 
he came to you? 

General Werstz. He was still returning, I believe, from the Far 
East Command, as I recall it. He had been away on a trip and had 
not yet returned. 

Senator Symrneron. In his absense, Mr. Adams represented him? 
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General Weiete. I thought so, yes, sir, because his functions were 
to be the contact with congressional committees and act as I thought 
for the Secretary in conducting business with them. 

Senator Symincton. Does Mr. Adams report directly to the Secre- 
tary of the Army? 

General Wernte. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Then, in effect, you felt based on your con- 
versation that you were operating under a directive? 

General Weinte. Well, I can’t say that I was operating under a 
directive, sir. I felt, though, that he represented the Secretary of 
the Army, and if there was to be any directive, it would come from 
him, or from the Secretary level. 

Senator Symrneton. Did he suggest that this man be promptly 
discharged without a court-martial, or aie he leave that up to you 
to decide based on the facts that he gave you? 

General Werstr. No. I cannot answer that particular question 
“Yes” or “No” just the way you phrased it. He was senayed anes ause 
the man had not been discharged, but I don’t think that he said in 
any way, “I want you to discharge him right away.” No, sir. It 
wasn’t anything specific like that. 

Senator Symrnoron. Did he ask you whether you thought he should 
be court martialed ? 

General Wersie. Well, that was as I thought, the point about 
which the whole discussion revolved. It was whether or not the 
Army staff could initiate court-martial action on the basis of the 
letter. 

Senator SymincTon. You felt in your opinion, based on the letter, 
and that was all of the information you had, that there could not 
be a court-martial ? 

General Werste. That is right, sir. 

Senator Symincton. I have one more question: Did he tell you 
that he had discussed this matter with anybody else in the Army, 
at his level or above his level, or with anybody in the Department 
of Defense ? 

General Wentz. No, sir. I don’t think that he did. At least I 
don’t recall it. 

The Cuatrman. May I ask you a question there: While you say 
it was your immediate opinion based upon the information Mr. Adams 
gave you that it would not warrant court-martial action, is that 
correct ¢ 

General Wersie. On the basis of the letter itself, yes, sir. 

The CHarrman. Now, on the basis of the letter itself, does not 
the letter contain sufficient information to alert you and to alert 
anyone in the service or in the Department of the Army who may 
have read it or to whose attention it may have come, that there was 
reason, at least justification for withholding discharge until further 
information might be considered, if it was available? 

General Werste. I wish that I had taken it upon myself to do it, 
sir. 

The Cuamman. I am sure that you do. I think that is exactly 
what should have been done. 

Now, you can stop a discharge, notwithstanding orders having 
gone out, to the commanding officer and the commanding general of 
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a post, notwithstanding those orders having been processed and issued 
and gone through, you could have stopped the discharge. The De- 
partment of the Army could have immediately after receipt of this 
letter from the chairman of a congressional committee stopped that 
discharge by simply getting on the telephone and issuing oral in- 
structions to stop it, could you not? 

General Werste. That is right, sir. 

The Cuatrman. That could have been done? 

General Werste. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrMaNn. In retrospect, at least, you think it should have 
been done ? 

General Wers.e. I wish I had done it, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. 

Senator McCartuy. General, you are a soldier with a great combat 
record, and I wonder if you would not agree with me it was very 
unfair to you to come to you and ask you to decide whether a court- 
martial proceeding should be commenced and then withhold from 
you the pertinent information ? 

Mr. Brucker. That has several questions in it. Do you want to 
answer it without dividing the question ? 

General Weitsie. May I have that read back ? 

The Cuatrman. Let us let the witness answer that, and he can state 
his feelings. 

Mr. Brucker. That has 2 or 3 questions in it, and now if he wants 
to have an answer, I have no objection to the answer. 

The Cuatrman. I am sure he can answer it, but let us have him 
answer it. 

General Wrrpie. May I have it read back ? 

Senator McCarruy. I will repeat the question: Do you think it is 
rather unfair to you to ask you to decide whether or not court-martial 
proceedings should be started and then withhold information from 
you on which the decision would be based ? 

General Weisie. If anybody had withheld information that I 
should have known, I do think it was unfair ; yes, sir. 

Senator McCarrny. | agree with that wholeheartedly. I thank 
you. 

Senator Ervin. General, I am a lawyer and, therefore, I consider 
people not lawyers as laymen, but you are a layman in that sense 

General Weteie. Yes,sir. I certainly am. 

Senator Ervin. You have had no training in law, other than what 
the normal Army officer gets? 

General Wereie. That is true, sir. 

Senator Ervin. Now, Mr. Adams was supposed to be the General 
Counsel for the Army, was he not ? 

General Weisce. He was, sir. 

Senator Ervin. And the General Counsel for the Army came to you 
to ask you, a layman, whether a man ought to be court-martialed ? 

General Weise. Well, that is what I thought he came for, and if 
he came for something else, I don’t know about it. 

Senator Ervin. That is all. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, General. 

Mr. Brucker. Just a moment. Will you ask him the regular ques- 
tions? 

60030—55—pt. 58 
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The Cuarrman. Oh, yes, I intended to, and I appreciate your calling 
it to my attention. 

General, were you interviewed by the inspector general of the Army 
prior to the time I submitted his report to the Secretary on this case? 

General Werte. I can’t say that I was interviewed, sir. I cer- 
tainly talked to the inspector general about the case, but I can’t call 
it a formal interview. 

The Cuarrman. You cannot call it a formal interview ? 

General Werste. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Well, I do not know just when an interview takes 
on formality and when it is disrobed of it. 

General Werste. You see, sir, the reason I put it that way is that 
they did not come to me in a closed session and ask me questions about 
the case. Now, normally that would be the procedure, and that testi- 
mony would go into the report of investigation. 

The Cuarmman. Do you know whether anything you may have said 
about it to the inspector general went into his report? Maybe that 
will help clear it up. 

General Wetete. No, sir, I don’t know whether it did or not, as I 
did not go through the report in detail. The inspector, or the investi- 
gating officer who brought the case to my office, and I believe he had 
the inspector general at that particular time, I indicated to them that 
I was surprised that I hadn’t been interviewed with respect to the 

case, and the reply I got was, “Well, the Secretary wanted to know 

who made the decisions in the case, and the record shows that the 
Vice Chief of Staff made the decision,” and I said, “Well, I still 
think I should be in it.” 

The Cuarrman. You do not know whether you were placed in it 
or not? 

General Wersie. No, sir; I don’t. 

The Cuatrman. You do know that your name was not among the 
original list of 28 that was furnished to the Mundt special sub- 
committee ? 

General Wereie. That is correct, sir, and I protested to the investi- 

gating officer that my name should be on the list. 

The Cramman. You did that, General, because you felt that you 
did participate in the decision for his immediate discharge rather 
than holding him for court-martial ? 

General Werete. Well, I had participated in the case as far as that 
level was concerned, sir, all of the way through, and so I wasn’t 
thinking about any particular feature of it. 

The Crarrman. When did you protest to the inspector general? 

General Werete. When the investigation was brought to me to be 
passed on to the Secretary in accordance with his desires, I only 
screened the investigation, and I mean by that the recommendations 
that had been made, to see what action I could take as part of the 
Army’s staff, even before the Secretary had acted upon it. 

The Cuamman. When did you first know your name was not among 
the 28? 

General Werete. When it was brought to me that day. 

The CuatmrMan. Before it was filed with the committee? 

General Werste. Before it was sent to the Secretary, sir. 

The Cuarrman. I think it was filed with the committee on April 
16, by the Secretary. 





ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING TO IRVING PERESS 365 


General Weisie, Oh, no. 

The Cuatmrman. It was filed with the Secretary on April 16, and 
it was on that date or before that you knew your name was not 
among those on the list ? 

Mr. Brucker. I think May 11 is the date. 

General Werete. I can’t state the exact date. 

The CuatmrmMan. It was before it was filed with the Secretary ¢ 

General Weie.e. It must have been; yes, sir. 

The Cuairman. Did you protest that, and insist that your name 
should be on that list ¢ 

General Were. After it got to the Secretary level, sir, I did not 
participate any further. 

The Cuamman. Did you protest before it went to the Secretary ‘ 

General Wers.p. Yes, sir. 

The CuHarrMan. To whom ? 

General Wer1eiP. To the inspector, or the investigating officer who 
was making the report of investigation. 

The Cuamman. Now, General, may I inquire of you, I think we 
have asked this question of most or possibly all other military witnesses 
that we have had before us, did anyone at any time, any of your 
superiors or anyone else in the service, or from any other source, make 
any request of you or suggestions to you that Peress should be shown 
~ special favors or considerations in any way whatsoever ? 

teneral Wrisie. Absolutely not, sir. 

See itor Symineron. On the question of that list, General Weible, 
what you saw on that list was the name of your chief, General Bolte, 
and you knew that you made the decision in his absence, and therefore 


you felt it was your responsibility and not his; is that correct ? 


General Weiste. Well, you see, sir, I hadn’t really made the final 
decision, but I had done all ‘of the work on it before it went to the Vice 
Chief of Staff to sign that letter. 

Senator Symineron. Was the Vice Chief of Staff in his office when 
Mr. Adams came to you? 

General Wersix. I don’t know, sir. You are referring to the night 
of February 1? 

Senator SymrneTon. I am referring to the time when Mr. Adams 
came to you with a letter from Senator McCarthy. 

General Weistx. I don’t know whether the Vice Chief was in his 
office that night or not. It was after 5 o’clock in the evening. 

Senator Symrnaton. The point is that you said in the absence of 
the Secretary of the Army, that Mr. Adams spoke for the Secretary 
of the Army, and if he was speaking for the Secretary of the Army I 
am wondering why he did not go to the highest officer in the Army 
on a matter of this character instead of going to a subordinate in that 
office. 

General Wetnte. That I don’t know, sir. I cannot answer that. 

Senator Symineron. It never came up? 

General Werste. No, sir, I really don’t know. 

Senator Symrneron. You do not know why Mr. Adams came to 
you, as Judge Ervin said, a layman, instead of going to the Vice 
Chief of Staff? 

General WeteLe. No, sir, I don’t know. I ’erhaps I was the only one 
available, and I really don’t know, sir, and I didn’t check. 
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Senator Symrncton. And the list that was given us by the Secre- 
tary of the Army has General Bolte’s name on it and not yours? 

General Werte. That is because the record, sir, shows that the Vice 
Chief of Staff approved it, and the Inspector ‘General apparently 
went on the basis of this record. 

Senator Symineron. Of the signature instead of the discussions; is 
that right ? 

General Wetsie. That is right. 

Senator Symineron. Thank you. 

Senator Ervin. General, do you know in my country when a man 
died, his son became his administrator, and the estate of the father 
was very much complicated and the son had a lot of trouble with it 
and a lot of lawsuits and controversies, and after so long a time he 
said, “I have had so much trouble with this estate that 1 am almost 
sorry the old man died.” 

Now, I understand from you that subsequent events which have 
flown from the action that was taken has made you sorry that you did 
not take other action, or it makes you almost sorry. 

General Werste. I can say, frankly; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. General, have you talked to the Inspector General, 
and did you discuss your meeting with John Adams with him? 

General Wemue. I don’t recall whether or not I did. It wasn’t a 
recorded meeting, and I don’t remember. I personally felt that my 
part of the discussion, on the evening of the 1st, was from the stand- 
point of the Army staff, and not as important as I re ally should have 
considered it. I thought I was just being questioned or conferred 
with as to whether or not on the basis of the letter we could initiate 
some court-martial action. Inasmuch as no new decision was made 
that night I didn’t attach the importance to it that I should have. 
I was unaware of how this could be interpreted. 

Mr. Kennepy. Do you know if the Inspector General knew of your 
meeting with John Adams? 

General Werte. I can’t answer that, sir, I don’t know. 

Senator McCarrny. I have just 1 or 2 questions, General Weible. 
There is something that I do not quite understand. You have stated 
a number of times on the basis of the letter alone you could not initiate 
court-martial proceedings. I understand the letter was not evidence 
and you could not use that as evidence in the court-martial proceeding. 
But if someone wrote you, a Senator, or chairman of a committee, 
and said that Major Smith had murdered a man, you could not initiate 
court-martial proceedings on the basis of that letter alone, and you 
had to have the evidence? 

General Wereie. That is right, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. Why in this case, why did not John Adams or 
you or someone get on the phone and call me up, and say, “McCarthy, 
we have a letter here, which states some very damaging facts about 
Peress, and can you back it up with evidence?” W hy did not some- 
one do that, and call me and say, “McCarthy, tell us about this, and 
give us the evidence” ? 

General Wersiz. The proper man to do it, sir, was Mr. Adams be- 

‘ause that was his job. And if you had sent the letter to me, per- 
oni I would have felt that I should do it. 

Senator McCarrny. Did he tell you why he did not do that ? 

General Werste. No, sir, he did not. 
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Senator McCarruy. He just said he did not have the evidence? 

General Werinte. In fact, when he left my office, 1 didn’t know 
whether or not he was going to do it, and he merely indicated to me 
that I wasn’t going to get anything. 

Senator McCarruy. You were certainly very grossly deceived, then, 
and it was not your fault. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, General. 

The Cuarrman. Before calling the next witness, the Chair has had 
presented to him this morning an affidavit from Lt. Col. James D. 
Anders, correcting the impression he left in his testimony when he 
came before the committee on the 17th of March. 

Without objection the affidavit should be made a part of the record. 
I will ask the reporter to insert it in the permanent record immedi- 
ately following the testimony of the witness. 

General Zwicker, do you solemnly swear the evidence you shall give 
before this Senate subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God ¢ 

General Zwicker. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF RALPH W. ZWICKER, BRIGADIER GENERAL, 
UNITED STATES ARMY 


The CHatrmMan. Have a seat, sir. 

General Zwicker, where are you now stationed ? 

Geenral Zwicker. Iam commanding general of Southwestern Com- 
mand, APO 9, San Francisco, Calif. 

The Cuatrman. That is an overseas assignment ? 

General Zwicker. It is. 

The CuHarrman. Where were you stationed and what was your as- 
signment in 1952 and 1953? 

General Zwicker. In 1952 I was assistant division commander of 
the Fifth Infantry Division, Indiantown Gap, Pa. On July 15, 1953, 
I assumed command of Camp Kilmer, N. J. 

The CuHarrman. What was your next assignment after that? 

General Zwicker. My present, sir. 

The Cuarrman. When did you receive your present assignment ? 

General Zwicker. In September of 1954. 

The Cuarrman. So from July of 1953 to September of 1954 you 
were commanding officer at Camp Kilmer ? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Counsel, you may proceed with the witness. 

Mr. Kennepy. General Zwicker, you took over at Camp Kilmer 
on the 15th of July; is that correct ? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. And Irving Peress came to Camp Kilmer on the 
14th of March, the record shows that. Now, it was not until the 20th 
of October, evidently, that you first learned of the fact that Irving 
Peress as a security risk was under your command; is that right? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. Could you tell the committee why it was that 
there was a delay between the 15th of July and the 20th of October? 

Senator MoCarrny. Could I ask a question there? When you were 
before our committee some time ago on February 18, you refused to 
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answer a sizable number of questions. Have you been cleared now 
so that you may answer those questions? 

General Zwicker. I have, sir. 

Senator McCartuy. Who cleared you? 

General Zwicker. Governor Brucker. 

Mr. Brucker. That is correct. 

General Zwicker. With one exception, Mr. Senator. That is I am 
not privileged to discuss the specific contents of the classified files of 
one ine Peress. 

Senator McCarruy. I understand. 

Governor, could I ask you one question? Did you get clearance 
from the President; that is, a Presidential directive 

Mr. Brucker. What are you referring to, Senator? Did I get 
what ? 

Senator McCartuy. I say you cleared him so that he could answer 
questions which the general thought he was forbidden to answer 
because of the Presidential directive. Did you get clearance from the 
President ? 

Mr. Brucker. Senator, I think that I said at the outset, and I 
will repeat it now, that there is a clearance for everything in the 
Peress chronology with respect to General Zwicker and others. 

Senator McCarruy. Where did you get the clearance? 

Mr. Brucker. Just let me finish, if you will, and I will make it 
clear, and it is on the record. That is not related solely to the Peress 
chronology as such, but to all matters connected with Peress that 
General Zwicker had any part in, except, of course, the security in- 
formation, and that information was cleared with the Chief Legal 
Officer of the United States, the Attorney General. 

Senator McCarruy. You got the clearance from the Attorney 
General ? 

Mr. Brucker. That is right. 

Senator McCarrny. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. We will proceed. 

Mr. Kennepy. General, to get back to my question, you took over 
on the 15th of July and there was this delay until the 20th of 
October; and would you explain why the delay occurred before you 
yourself, individually, learned of the case of Irving Peress and his 
security background ? 

Mr. Brucker. Do you understand the question, that there was a 
delay between March and July 1? 

General Zwicker. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. Do you understand the question ? 

General Zwicker. I do. Peress’ case was then in the Intelligence 
files of headquarters, Camp Kilmer. On assuming command of Camp 
Kilmer I had many duties. Never having commanded a personnel 
center of that magnitude before I felt it incumbent upon me to deter- 
mine and to learn those duties as rapidly as possible. It did not occur 
to me, and—well, it had occurred to me, and I had been following 
more or less of a pattern in learning my job. That meant a visit 
to the various stations and a briefing by the various principal staff 
officers at Camp Kilmer. 

In the early part of October I felt that I should have a briefing 
by my G-2, and so instructed my chief of staff that I would like to 
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have my G-2 present to me any matters of importance in his juris- 
diction. 

On or about the 20th of October my G-2 did present to me the 
Irving Peress case. 

Mr. Kennepy. Were there any regulations in effect, in your camp, 
or throughout the Army, that a G-2 officer is to keep his commanding 
officer advised as to what is occurring in his unit ¢ 

General Zwicker. No, sir; there is not. 

Mr. Kennepy. Is there any regulation governing the commanding 
general insuring that he is kept advised by his G-2 officer of what is 
occurring in the G-2 office of en ‘amp ¢ 

General Zwicker. There was not at that time. 

Mr. Krennepy. Is there now? 

General Zwicker. I am certain that none of us would miss that 
opportunity at the present time. 

Senator McCarruy. What made you say that? 

General Zwicker. I have had considerable experience, Mr. Senator, 
in security cases since that time, and I feel that I am much more famil- 
iar with the re quirements as the *y exist now, and as they did then. 

Senator McCarrny. Do you think the Peress case may have alerted 
you and some of the other generals ? 

General Zwicker. I am sure it did. 

Mr. Kennepy. The result of this was, General, that you were not 
aware of the fact that Irving Peress had requested a promotion from 
captain to major in a letter of September 9, 1953 ? 

General Zwicker. I was not aware of that. 

Mr. Kennepy. And that that was forwarded for action to the First 
Army, and ultimately to the Department of the Army, through your 

camp; is that right? 

General Zwicker. I am now aware of that. 

Mr. Kennepy. If you had been aware of it, and knew the deroga- 
tory information on Irving Peress, would you have put a notation 

on the letter as it went forward pointing out the fact that there was 
this derogatory information ¢ 

General Zwicker. I am certain I would have. 

Mr. Kennedy. Do you think that should have been done? 

General ZwioKer. I do. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, the day after you received this briefing from 
your G-2 officer on Irving Peress, did you write a letter to General 
Burress, commanding general of the First Army ? 

General Zwicker. I did. 

Mr. Kennepy. Requesting that action be taken to eliminate Peress 
from the service as a security risk? 

General Zwicker. I did. 

Mr. Kennepy. This is already in, Mr. Chairman, as exhibit No, 33. 

The Crarman. We will hand it to the witness and ask him to iden- 
tify it again, if that is the letter that he wrote. 

(Letter was handed to the witness.) 

The Cuamman. General, you are being shown exhibit 33 to the 
present hearings. Will you "identify it ? 

General Zwicker . I do, sir. 

The Carman. What is it? 

General Zwicker. It is a letter, subject: “Elimnination of Security 
Risk, Headquarters, Camp Kilmer, Office of the Commanding General, 
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New Brunswick, N. J.” dated October 21, 1953, addressed to Com- 
manding General, First Army, Governors Island, eRe 

Paragraph 1—— 

The CHarrmMan. Just state the substance of it, it will go in as an 
exhibit and it will shorten it. 

General Zwicker. The substance of the letter, sir? 

The CHatrrmMan. Read it all. 

General Zwicker. Paragraph 1: 

Captain Irving Peress, 01893463, Dental Corps, USAR, category 4, expiring 
31 December 1954, was ordered to active duty from his home, 61-389 79th Street, 
Middle Village, New York, by paragraph 7, Special Orders Number 221, Head- 
quarters, First Army dated 10 November, 1952. 

2. This officer refused to sign a loyalty certificate, and refused to answer an 
interrogatory concerning his affiliation with subversive organizations, claiming 
Federal constitutional privileges. A complaint type investigation directed by 
your Headquarters completed on 15 April 1958 reveals— 
and the substantive derogatory information is deleted, 

The Cuamman. You stated in that letter what that j levvasiaasahten 
revealed ? 

General Zwicker. I did, sir. 

The Cuatrrman. That has been deleted from the letter ? 

General Zwicker. Yes. 

Senator Symrneron. Why has it been deleted, Senator ? 

Mr. Brucker. It gives details of security information. 

The Cuarrman. At any rate we do not have it at the moment, but 
anyway you did report to the commanding officer of the First Army 
the facts as you had them at that time? 

General Zwicker. I did, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And you quoted them in detail ? 

General Zwicker. I should like to read the remainder. 

The Carman. You reported them in detail from the information 
you had? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarmman. Now you may proceed to read the letter. 

General Zwicker. Paragraph 3: 

The Field Intelligence file shows that the Surgeon General on 30 April 1953 
recommended to G-—2, Department of the Army, that the officer be eliminated 
from the service. A similar recommendation was made by Assistant Chief of 
Staff, G-2, First Army on 7 July 1953. 

4. The retention of Captain Peress is clearly not consistent with the interests 
of the national security. It is requested that immediate steps be taken to effect 


his relief from active duty. 
(Signed) RatpH W. Zwicker, 
Brigadier General, USA, 
Commanding. 

The Cuarman. All right, Mr. Counsel, you may proceed. 

Senator Srymineron. I would like to ask a question. 

Senator McCarrny. I am curious to know why you could not have 
read this letter to us when we were holding the hearing on the 16th 
of February last year, and you could have saved yourself ¢ a lot of grief. 
Why were you barred from doing that? You left the impression there 
that you were the man responsible for his discharge and I am wonder- 
ing why you can give us this information now concerning this and 
could not give to us then? 

General Zwicker. Probably, Senator, because the letter was never 
brought up at that particular hearing; a specific question on it. 
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Senator McCarruy. We asked you for all of the information we 
could get and you knew about the letter. I am wondering why you 
lid not save yourself some grief by pointing out at that time that you 
had recommended it ? 

General Zwicker. It was a security matter, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. I do not want to argue the point with you, but 
you can answer it today but you could not answer it then, and what 
happened in the meantime ? 

General Zwicker. A great deal has happened since then, Mr. 
Senator. 

Senator McCarruy. I guess you are right. 

General Zwicker. In the first place, everything that I know about 
this case is a matter of record as of this moment, and has been due to 
the various hearings that have been held in the past, and since my last 
appearance before this or a similar body, there has been much made 
public that had never been made public property prior to that time. 

In addition to that I have been advised by my counsel that I am 
privileged to release now anything except as [ formerly stated. 

Senator McCarruy. Thank you. 

The Cuamman. In other words, General, at the time you testified 
before this committee on February 18, 1954, you did not have clearance 
then to testify; is that correct ? 

General Zwicker. That was the impression under which I answered 
questions, sir. 

The Cmarrman, Well, was that just an impression, or were you 
prohibited from testifying to these facts? 

General Zwicker. It was no directive, sir. I had received my 
thoughts on the matter from the Executive order, and that was my 
interpretation of the Executive order. 

The Cuarmman. The reason you did not disclose all of it at that 
time was that you felt you were under the inhibition of an Executive 
order ? 

General Zwicker. I did, sir. 

The Cuarrman. That you would be violating it if you did it? 

General Zwicker. I did, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Since then a great deal of it has been released to 
the public and practically all of it, and now you do have advice from 
Defense counsel or counsel for the Defense Department that he has 
secured clearance from the highest legal authority in the Govern- 
ment, the Attorney General, and now you are present to testify to 
everything except actual security information ? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

The Cuarman. Is that correct? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Senator Ervin. I will ask you, General, at the time you testified 
originally if you did not consider yourself precluded from testifying 
on this matter, not only by the Executive order but by a provision of 
the Army regulations which had incorporated the substance of that 
Executive order? 

General Zwicker. Sir, the Army regulation itself was but a means 
of publicizing to the Army the provisions of an Executive order. The 
Army regulation itself did not set up the provisions for that order, 
but was merely a means for transmitting to the Armed Forces, | 
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imagine, or at least to the Army, the provisions of Executive order 
and the changes thereto. 

Senator Ervin. It was your interpretation of that Executive order 
which had been communicated by the Army regulations to the mili- 

tary personnel that they deprived you of the liberty to testify as to 
that matter? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Senator Symrneton, Governor Brucker, you say ‘that you have 
inked out a lot of this letter for security re: asons; is that right # 

Mr. Brucker. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. Is that information available to the committee 
in executive session ? 

Mr. Brucker. It is not available to the committee. It is security 
information and as such it is privileged. 

Senator Symrneton. What do you mean by that! 

Mr. Brucker. Well, it is derogatory information about the person 
concerned. 

Senator Symrneron. Well, there has been a lot of derogatory in- 
formation about the person concerned. Is that special derog gatory, or 
superderogatory ? 

Mr. Brucker. No, this is security information that relates to mat- 
ters that have been obtained by the investigative sources, very similar 
to the FBI file method. 

Senator Symrneron. I would think if at this late date you cannot 
tell what General Zwicker wrote to commanding general of the First 
Army with respect to what is in his letter, that that is justification 
for not being able to give the letter in evidence when he appeared 
before Senator McCarthy. 

Now, let me ask another question: Some members of the staff of the 
committee felt that you were more cooperative when you talked to 
the staff prior to the time of the hearing before this committee. If 
you were less cooperative when the hearing occurred than at the 
time that the staff interviewed you at Camp Kilmer, what was the 
reason that you changed your position, if you did? 

General Zwicker. That was the impression of the members of the 
staff and it was not my impression at all. 

Senator Symrneron. Did you have any visitors between the time 
that you talked to the staff and the time that you testified at the 
hearings in Albany ? 

Mr. Jouni1ana. It was New York. 

Senator Symrneron. Did you have any visitors from the Pentagon 
Building to discuss this matter with you ¢ 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir; I did. 

Senator Symineton. Who were they ? 

General Zwicker. Mr. John Adams. 

Senator Symineron. Would you care to give the committee in 
summary any details of your conversation at that time ? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. With Mr. Adams? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. I had had a telephone call from Mr. 
John Adams and may I refresh my memory from date notes, sir? 

Senator Symineron. Surely, General. 

General Zwicker. I had a telephone call from Mr. Adams at 1000 
on the 28th of January 1954. The substance of that call was to request 
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from him to me that I request Peress to appear before the subcom- 
mittee on the 30th of January. That is the complete substance of 
that call from Mr, Adams. 

In talking to him during that call, sir, I said, in effect “what 
happens if he won’t go for me? I can’t order him specifically to 
appear as far as I know before this committee.” And he said “Please 
let us know as quickly as you can in order that we may from this 
end initiate proceedings incidental to sending a marshal out with 
a subpena to insure that Mr. Peress or Major Peress will be present 
on the 30th.” 

That was the substance of that call. 

Senator Symineton. Did you record that call, General ? 

General Zwicker. No, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Did you make notes afterward ? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. And you are giving us all of the notes that 
you made in summary ? 

General Zwicker. Yes. 

The Cuamman. The Chair would like to clear up a matter with 
respect to this letter of General Zwicker to the commanding general 
of the First Army. Maybe I should ask this question of you, Mr. 
Brucker. 

This information that is deleted from this letter, derogatory infor- 
mation that has been blotted out and is not now available to the com- 
mittee—— 

Mr. Brucker. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. Is it that character of information that is in the In- 
spector General’s report that you still do not want the committee to 
have ? 

Mr. Brucker. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. May I ask you one other question. 

Is this information, this derogatory information, or a copy of this 
letter in the possession of the Attorney General? Does he have that 
information ¢ 

Mr. Brucxer. That I can’t answer you specifically except to say that 
all of the derogatory information that was in the Peress file obtained 
by the G-2 investigators went to the Attorney General. So that I 
would assume that the answer is, “Yes.” 

The Cuarrman. Let me ask the general a question. 

Did the Inspector General interrogate you about the Peress case? 

General Zwicker. He did. 

The Cuarrman. In the course of that interrogation did you deliver 
to him a copy of this letter ? 

General Zwicker. I don’t believe I did, sir. 

The Cuamman. What I am trying to determine is: we have an 
Attorney General to enforce the law, the highest law-enforcement 
officer in the land, and it is indicated certainly, if not definitely estab- 
lished, that here is a case where a prosecution possibly should be in- 
stituted for violation of the law. 

What I cannot understand is we debate this information, don’t want 
to make it available to the committee, don’t know whether the Attorney 
General has it not, and the Attorney General may be acting just as 
General Weible was a while ago, making decisions without having all 
the facts and information, and the Chair wants to know. 
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The chairman of this committee wants to know whether this infor- 
mation deleted from this letter is now in the possession and has been 
in the possession of the Attorney General so he might be informed and 
have this as a basis of consideration in any decision he may make. 

Mr. Brucker. I would be tempted to say, “Yes,” but I want to cor- 
roborate it, and I will, and report to you. 

The Cuarrman. Do that. 

While doing that I want you to ask the Attorney General to de- 
classify that that has been stricken from this letter, and make it 
available to this committee. This Peress case is out in the open, and 
we want this to be the concluding problem, so far as the Congress is 
concerned. When we get through with this hearing we want this thing 
cleared up once and for all, and then if there is evidence that justifies 
and warrants criminal prosecution I am sure every member of this 
committee wants that action taken. We are hopeful that by these 
hearings we will develop the facts sufficiently so that it will be of 
assistance at least to the chief law-enforcement officer of the Nation, to 
get proper action on this case, 

I ask you if you have been getting clearances from the Attorney 
General. I ask you, during the noon recess, that you undertake to 
get clearance of the matter ‘deleted here so that it can be made part 
of this record. 

Senator McCarrny. I agree with the Chair wholeheartedly. I 
think it is impossible for you to know what responsibility rests on 
the shoulders of the commanding officer of the First Army unless you 
know what information he had. 

I would like to ask General Zwicker this question : 

Do you think it would endanger the national security if the in- 
formation which was cut out of your letter was restored to it ? 

Mr. Brvexer. Is it addressed to him ? 

Senator McCarrny. Let him answer the question. 

Mr. Brucker. | thought you were asking me that. I beg your 
pardon. 

General Zwicker. I do not, sir. 

The Cuatrman. All right, Senator. 

Senator Symincton. May I ask you a question, Mr. Brucker ? 

Mr. Brucker. Yes. 

Senator Symrneron. Have you read what has been deleted from 
this letter ? 

Mr. Brucker. I don’t remember. I remember reading some infor- 
mation. 

Senator Symrncion. I will repeat the question. 

Have you read what has been deleted from this letter ? 

Mr. Brucker. Iam not sure that I have. 

Senator SyMrneTon. So you are not in a position to say whether or 
not you feel it would affect the national security? Is that right! 

Mr. Brucker. No. I say this about it: I can give you the back- 
ground of the reasons. 

Every bit of security information, while in and of itself may not 
seem important or may not seem vital to give it away, but that, to- 
gether with something else that the FBI m: uy have, nay be the very 
thing that the other fellow wants to know. f 

Senator SymineTron. You are not sure about anything you are say- 
ing because you are not sure you have read what you have here? 
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Mr. Brucker. No. On this letter, I will read it and let you know 
the answer, but I don’t want tospeculate. 

Senator Symineron. As counsel for the Army—I am not saying 
this critically—you come up with a letter which is classified, part of 
it, and yet you don’t know whether you have ever read it yourself, 
and yet you say it should not be given out because it is a security 
matter. Isthat right? 

Mr. Brucker. I don’t say that. 

I say, in answer (o the chairman’s request, that this was deleted. 

did not delete it. 

Senator Symineron. Who did ? 

Mr. Brucker. It was deleted by, 1 imagine, the G-2 of the Army, 
who reviews these security matters before any paper is released. And 
we have the gentleman that brought it over. 

Senator SyauNncron. Wouldn't it interest you what was deleted, t 
clear this case up ¢ 

Mr. Brucker. Yes. I may have read it, but I want to make sure. 
I don’t want to answer things on speculation or possibility. 

Senator SyminGcion. It was deleted in the Army; you are sure of 
that ¢ 

Mr. Brucker. Yes. 

Senator Symrncron. You don’t know why ? 

Mr. Brucker. For security purposes: I know that; that is the only 
thing that is being withheld here, the security information. I have 
given an order that everything else shall be turned over 

Senator Symrneron. If General Zwicker wrote this letter to the 
commanding officer don’t you think it is unfair to delete part of the 
letter unless it is very important from the standpoint of national 
security? He answered Senator McCarthy saying he doesn’t think 
it affects national security. 

Mr. Brucker. I will look it over and let you know. 

Senator Symrneton. Mr. Chairman, I was asking General Zwicker 
about anybody who visited with him or talked to him between the 
time the staff talked to him and the hearing, and you said you had 
a call the night before and then a visit. 

General Zwicker. A later visit. 

Senator SymMineton. You were going to describe briefly the more 
succinet aspects of the colloquy in that visit. 

General Zwicker. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. Who was present when you had that talk with 
Mr. Adams? 

General Zwicker. I believe that Lieutenant Colonel Brown was 
present. 

Senator Symineton. Who is he? 

General Zwicker. My G-2, sir. 

I believe that my Chief of Staff, Colonel Brunner, was present, and 

was there, sir. 

Senator Symineton. There were four people in the room ? 

General Zwicker. I think that is correct. 

Senator Symineron. To the best of your recollection? Is that 
right? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Would you describe the discussion that vou 
had with Mr. Adams. 
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General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

On the morning of February 17, 1954, I received a telephone call 
from Mr. Adams, from Princeton Airport, saying his plane had been 
grounded and that he would like to come to my headquarters and 
talk with me. 

I told him that that was fine, and told him I would pick him up im- 
mediately, which 1 proceeded to do. 

In company with Mr. Adams, Mr. Haskins, I went to Princeton 
Airport and brought both gentlemen back to my headquarters. 

The substance of the conversation at my headquarters was that I 
was to appear before the Senate subcommittee at such and such a time, 
at such and such a place, and in such and such a room, at Foley Square, 
at 10 a. m. on February 18. 

I indicated that I would be there. 

I was also told that the subject of the investigation would revolve 
around Peress. However, no directives or nothing of any nature was 
given to me in the way of what to say or what not to say, how to act or 
how not to act during this period. 

I may have said, “What do Ido?” And I think I recall Mr. Adams 
saying that, “Senator McCarthy is a very ruthless and very sharp 
questioner. I can’t anticipate his questions. Therefore, I can’t give 
you any advice as to how to answer his questions.” 

The rest of the period, as I recall, simply revolved about how Mr. 
Adams was going to get to New York. 

Senator Symincron. You don’t think there was any coincidence in 
his being grounded at Princeton ? 

General Zwicker. I am sure of it. 

Senator Symineton. You are sure of it? 

General Zwicker. Yes. He was going to come to my headquarters 
anyway. The purpose of his visit was to see me prior to my going 
to New York, sir. 

Senator Symincoton. I see. 

But he came up just to give you the information that you have 
given us, no other information at all? 

General Zwicker. So far as I know, that is correct, Mr. Senator. 

May I follow this? 

I received a corroborating letter dated February 17 with the same 
information, but that, of course, arrived at my headquarters some time 
after his visit. He wrote the letter saying he was going to be there, 
but he beat the letter. 

Senator Symineron. To the best of your knowledge, you have told 
us everything in your conversation with him at that time which would 
be pertinent to this hearing ? 

General Zwicker. Absolutely everything that would be pertinent to 
this hearing, sir. 

The Cuarrman. May I ask you this: 

It seems, if that is all you discussed, his visit was pointless and 
useless. Is that correct? 

General Zwicker. It may have been, sir. 

The Cuarrman. There was nothing about it except that you were 
going to be called to testify? Nothing else said? No instructions 
given you or no orders as to how you should testify or what informa- 
tion you should withhold? Wasn’t it a pointless trip if those are the 
facts It was an unnecessary and uncalled-for trip, was it not? 
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General Zwicker. Mr. Adams seemed to think it was a trip he 
wanted to make. 

The Cuarrman. Senator McCarthy. 

Senator McCarruy. I think this was covered, but I planned on 
covering it. 

If I understand you correctly, Mr. Adams flew up, and the only 
thing of importance he told you was you were to testify and that 
McCarthy was a tough cross-examiner. 

Can you figure out why he flew all the way to tell you that ? 

General Zwicker. He was on his way to New York. 

Senator McCarruy. You said he planned on coming to your head- 
quarters anyway. 

General Zwicker. I am sure of that. 

Senator McCarruy. To give you that all-important information. 

General Zwicker. I have no other 

Senator McCarruy. Will you search your memory and tell us the 
facts. 

When you were interviewed by Mr. Juliana you gave him consider- 
able information which you did not give the committee. ‘The reason 
for that was the conversation and the conference with John Adams, 
and Adams told you not to answer certain questions. 

Mr. Brucker. Break that down into two questions. I object to the 
assumption, and I am advising the witness that when you put an 
assumption in your questions it is fair for the witness to have his 
attention directed to it. 

This witness is going to be fairly treated, I assume. 

The CuHarrman,. Repeat the question. 

Senator McCartuy. Could L ask this? 

Is it the function of Mr. Bruckner to object to questions and—— 

Mr. Brucker. I havea right to counsel the witness. 

Senator McCartuy. Let me finish. 

Mr. Brucker. 1 thought you were finished. Itis hard to tell. 

The CuamrMan, Just a moment. 

We will try to carry this in order. 

You conelude, and then I will 

Senator McCartuy. I will address this to the chair. 

I understand the rule of the committee was that counsel could 
advise with the witness whenever the witness wanted his advice, but 
counsel gould not try to coach the witness, counsel could not interrupt 
with olfjections. That is the rule the committee has been following, 
I undefstand, and, if that is true, counsel should be made to follow 
the rulé. 

The Cuamman. The Chair wishes to be very lenient, of course, 
because we want everyone to have fair consideration by this committee. 
But it is improper, of course, and I am certain Mr. Brucker knows 
that, to coach the witness as to what he might say. 

If the counsel is apprehensive that the witness does not understand 
the question, it would be proper for the counsel to suggest that the 
question be repeated or be meal by the reporter. 

Now if the witness feels that he does not understand the question or 
needs advice of counsel, it is the witness’ prerogative to consult with 
counsel about it. 

If we may have the question I think we can move along here. 
tepeat the question, or let the reporter read it. 
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Senator McCarrny. I think I will have the reporter read it. 

The Cuarrman. Will you read the question, Mr. Reporter, and, 
General, of course, pay attention, and, if you do not understand it, 
you have a right to consult with your counsel or ask that it be repeated 
again until you do feel that you understand it. 

All right. 

Mr. Brucker. It isn’t a question of understanding it; it is a ques- 
tion of assumptions that are put in there that ought to be called to 
the attention of the witness, and I think— 

The Cuamman. I think that would raise a question for the Chair 
to pass on, and not the witness. 

So, if you do have a question about a question that is asked, the 
Chair will permit you to address the Chair to determine whether it 
1s prope 7 

\ll right, you may read the question. 

(The pending question was read by the reporter.) 

Mr. Brucker. That question embraces the assumption that this 
witness gave information to somebody he didn’t give to the committee. 
That is what I am calling attention to, that is involved in the question. 

I think it is fair to have a fair question. 

The Crairman. If the assumption is in there and the General 
understands it, he can answer on the basis of the assumption whether 
the assumption is correct or erroneous. 

You may answer, General. 

General Zwicker. May I break it into two parts? 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

General Zwicker. I will answer the last part first, relative to Mr. 
Adams’ visit. 

I state unequivocally that nothing happened during Mr. Adams’ 
and Mr. Haskins’ visit to me, either by word of mouth or by writing or 
by any other possible indication, which in any way influenced my 
answers to or appearance before the subcommittee on the 18th of 
February. 

Is that satisfactory ¢ 

The Cuarran. If that is your answer, that is your answer. Now 
answer the other part of the question. 

General Zwicker. Answering the second part of the question, I have 
had an opportunity to review the testimony of Mr. Juliana given be- 
fore, I believe it was called the Watkins committee. That testimony 
is not true. 

[ did not give to Mr. Juliana then or at any other time any testimony 
relative to Peress other than c ooperating with him to the extent of tell- 
ing him that all files and all information were available to him except 
that information contained in the classified personnel file of Peress. 
None of that information did I reveal to Mr. Juliana then or later. 

Senator McCarruy. General, your testimony is in direct conflict 
with what Mr. Adams said. 

I have before me a staff memorandum. 

You have no objection if I read from this? 

Do you, Mr. Kennedy ? 

The CuarrmMan. We are going to put him under oath. 

Senator McCartnuy. Let me ask this. 

Mr. Brucker. Can we have identified what it is he is reading from? 
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The Cuarrman. He is asking questions. 

A staff memorandum. 

Mr. Brucker. By whom, and when was it ? 

The Cuarrman. Let him ask the question. He has a right to use 
any information in the files. 

Mr. Brucker. I just want to know when and what it was. 

Senator McCarrny. If you sit still and listen you will find out. 

Mr. Brucker. I don’t want to talk but I want to counsel the witness. 

The Cuatrman. The Chair will let you be heard in an appropriate 
way at these meetings. He is basing his questions upon information 
in the files of the committee. 

Senator McCarrny. If John Adams, in the last few weeks, said that 
the purpose of going to Camp Kilmer to visit you and ¢ ‘olonel Brown 
was for the pur pose of advising them as to what they could say or could 
not say at their scheduled appearance before the subcommittee, would 
you say Adams was lying about that or telling the truth ¢ 

General Zwicker. I will not pass an opinion on what Mr. Adams 
thought. 

Senator McCarrny. Is it the truth? 

General Zwicker. He did not counsel me one way or another a 
to what I could or could not say. 

Senator McCarruy. You did not discuss that issue ¢ 

General Zwicker. Not that 1 recall. 

Senator McCarruy. So then this is not the truth ¢ 

General Zwicker. From my recollection, it would not be, sir, as 
you have stated it. 

Senator Symrnetron. I would like to ask a question. 

The CaatrmMan, Senator Symington. 

Senator Syauneron. First, a point, General Zwicker. 

You used the name Haskins. Mr. Haskins came with Mr. Adams. 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Then there would be 5 people in the meeting, 
wouldn’t there, instead of 4? 

General Zwicker. There may have been more, sir. 

Senator Symrneton. You don’t remember ? 

General Zwicker. To the best of my recollection 

Senator Symineron. T'wo members of your staff ? 

General Zwicker. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. You mentioned Mr. Adams and yourself; 
that would be four. 

General Zwicker. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. Was Mr. Haskins in th y meeting ¢ 

General Zwicker. [ ani certain he was. 

Senator Symineton. That would be five. 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Just to clear that for the record. 

It is hard for me to understand why Mr. Adams would come all 
of the way to your headquarters just to give you the information which 
you have given us. 

With that preface, are you sure—check your memory; I know it 
is a long time ago—that he didn’t discuss with you the regulations 
and what you could do under the regulations ? 

General Zwicker. It is possible he did that, sir. 

60030—55—pt. 5—— 5 
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Senator Symrncton. And did he say to you that, under the regu- 
lations, you could say this but you could not say that? 

General Zwicker. It is possible that he may have called my atten- 
tion to something which I was already quite familiar with, the provi- 
sions of that special regulation containing the Executive order. I 
don’t recall that he specifically did, sir, but it is possible that he might 
have. 

Senator Syminoeron. If he did do that wouldn’t he, in effect, be 
coaching you as to what you could or should say or should not say? 

General Zwicker. Within the provisions of that regulation, he 
would. 

Senator Symineron. Now do you remember whether he discussed 
with you that regulation at all? 

General Zwicker. I don’t recall that he did, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. Have you had a chance since you returned 
from the Pacific to discuss those matters with the other people who 
were at the meeting; any of them ? 

General Zwicker. None of them. 

Senator Symrneron. You haven’t talked to the colonel or your 
Chief of Staff or Mr. Adams or anybody ? 

General Zwicker. No, sir. 

Senator Symrineton. So you haven’t refreshed your memory as to 
whether or not you discussed what you could or couldn’t say ? 

General Zwicker. I have not, sir. 

Senator Symineton. General, I would ask that you give this serious 
consideration and try to remember to the best of your ability, and 
perhaps check with some of the people who were at the meeting be- 
cause it would seem incredible to me that he would go all the way up 
to tell you about a hearing and then, at the same time, not discuss 
what might happen in the hearing beyond the very short recollection 
you have of the matter. 

I think that Senator McCarthy has read from the record the dis- 

.agreement perhaps between you and Mr. Adams with respect to the 
extent of the detail of the discussion at that meeting and as to whether 
or not you did discuss the regulation and what you could or could not 
say under the regulation. 

General Zwicker. You may have clarified that, Mr. Senator, by men- 
tioning that it is a possibility that we turned to a special regulation, 
and he may have discussed with me the provisions of that regulation 
with which I was somewhat familiar. 

But anything of pertinence relative to trying to influence me to say 
this or that, or put questions in my mouth, or anticipate what questions 
would be asked, or giving me any directives or any inference as to what 
I should or should not say—he did nothing of that nature, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Specifically, he didn’t tell you in any way, he 
didn’t attempt to tell you what you could say under the regulation or 
what you couldn’t say under the regulation? 

General Zwicker. No, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. If he did mention the regulation, to the best of 
a nr) he simply pointed out what the regulation said; is that 
night 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. And that you should be bound by the 
regulation ¢ 
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General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Senator Symrneron. Thank you. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Counsel ? 

Mr. Juana. I have some questions. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Juliana. 

Mr. Juana. It seems we get involved in charges and counter- 
charges, and I don’t intend to have the record stand as it is without 
making a comment of my own. 

You have inferred that I perjured myself before the Watkins 
committee. 

I have not reviewed my testimony before the Watkins committee, 
but I will stand on my testimony, and I am not going to say whether 
anybody else perjured themselves before any committee. 

But in connection with our meeting of February 13, 1954, is it not a 
fact that I met with you in your office at Camp Kilmer ? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. JuxiAna. Is it not a fact that the meeting was very pleasant? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. Jouxiana. In fact, I was invited to visit with you at your home 
after I had discussions with a couple of your other officers. Isn’t that 
accurate ? 

General Zwicker. Entirely possible. 

Mr. Juviana. It was a pleasant meeting? 

General Zwicker. It was. 

Mr. Juxiana. I might add, General, that I was most favorably im- 
pressed, and reported back so to my superiors, and I was under the 
impression that, if you had testified or if you had been called as a 
witness to testify and had given the committee the same information 
you gave me, you would have done a great service to the committee. 
And that is why you were called. 

Now didn’t you tell me on February 13, 1954, that you had done 
everything within your power to get rid of Peress ? 

General Zwicker. I did, 

Mr. Jutiana. Or was something—I am not quoting. Something 
similar to that? 

General Zwicker. Yes, 

Mr. Jutiana, Now the question is, Why didn’t you tell the com- 
mittee on February 18, in substance, what Tkavs just stated that you 
told me on February 13? 

General ZwickER. Probably because the question was never asked. 
‘ Senator McCarruy. Probably you are wrong. The testimony is 

ere. 

The Cuarmman. That record will speak for itself. 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jutiana. Now, General, I also want to ask the question: When 
I interviewed you at Camp Kilmer and we had an understanding that 
we would not discuss security-type information, we concurred in that 
understanding. Isn’t that accurate? 

General Zwicker. I so informed you I was not at liberty to discuss 
security information with you. 

Mr. Juuiana. If my recollection is correct, I didn’t expect you to 
give me security-type information about Peress. 

General Zwicker. Your exact quote, as I remember it, was “I 
understand.” 
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Mr. Juniana. So there we have a friendly, pleasant arrangement 
in your office at Camp Kilmer. And I might add that, as far as I 
am concerned, those feelings have not changed. But I don’t like to 
have sworn testimony, your opinion that I perjured myself, go out 
to the American people without making a slight comment. 

I thank you very much. 

The Cuatrman. The Chair will make the observation that obser- 
vations are not testimony. However, since there is a controversy, a 
controversy has arisen between the witness and a member of this staff, 
the member of the staff will be given an opportunity to testify him- 
self as to his version of what occurred before these heari ngs are con- 
cluded. 

All right. 

Senator Symineron. I have a question to get the record clear. 

What was the nature of the letter that you wrote General Burress? 
Why did you write that personal letter ? 

General Zwicker. Why did I write it, sir? 

Senator Symineron. Counsel advises we are going to come to that 
chronologically, and I will withdraw that. 

The Cuarrman. Counsel may proceed. 

Mr. Kennepy. Back on October 20, when you first learned of Irving 
Peress, General, and on October 21 you wrote this letter that has al- 
ready been made an exhibit. 

The next time you had contact with Peress, as I understand it, was 
November 2 when you learned that he was about to be promoted or 
he had been promoted to major; is that right? 

General Zwicker. I did not have contact with him. 

I was informed that he had been, that an adjustment in grade had 
been made for Peress. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now are you sure it had been or that it was about 
to be, or do you know ¢ 

General Zwicker. I am not sure. 

Mr. Kennepy. You are not certain whether Peress had, as of that 
moment, received his oath of office? You did not know? 

General Zwicker. That is right. 

Mr. Kennepy. The next day, General, you took this up with Gen- 
eral Burress, who was visiting your camp, Camp Kilmer. Is that 
right ¢ 

General Zwicker. I did. 

Mr. Kennepy. You also on the same day wrote General Burress a 
letter. 

General Zwicker. I did. 

Mr. Kennepy. Following your conversation with General Burress, 
he called his Chief of Staff from C amp Kilmer, and I would like to 
read that, a memorandum on that telephone call, into the record, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHatrman. Do we have a witness who can verify it? 

Mr. Kennepy. No; but itwas furnished to us by the Department of 
the Army, and I felt it worthwhile 

Mr. Brucker. General Zwicker says he will volunteer an answer 
to that if you will ask him. 

Mr. Kennepy. Are you cognizant of the fact that that telephone 
call was made? 
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General Zwicker. I was present, and he was in my office when he 
made the eall. 

The Cuamman. Can you identify this? If you identify this in 
substance as being the telephone call, I would make it an exhibit on the 
basis of your testimony Foandiens letter to witness }. 

That is an Army document, as I understand. That is, it was fur- 
nished to us from the Army’s files. 

General Zwicker. Mr. Chairman, I can say that the first part of 
the transcript, as to what General Burress said, is essentially correct. 

I do not know what General Murphy said over the phone, nor do 
I know, of my own knowledge, of General Murphy’s call to my Chief 
of Staff. 

The Cuarrman. It may be made an exhibit, exhibit 65, to the extent 
that General Zwicker has identified it. And, with respect to the 
remainder of it, I understand that it is a document of the Army, and 
it will be made an exhibit as such without further identification. 

(Transcript of telephone conversation referred to, such portion 
thereof as identified by the witness, was marked “Exhibit No. 65.”) 

Mr. Kennepy. Would you read that part of the conversation that, 
the conversation part, General, into the record. 

General Zwicker. I do not know the source of this, but I will read it. 


COPY OF TRANSCRIPT OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS 


On 3 November 1953 General Burress called General Murphy from Camp 
Kilmer and stated that General Zwicker wrote a letter to us on 21 October, 
subject: Quote Elimination of Security Risk—-Captain Irving Peress unquote. 
He said he does not know where the letter went in Headquarters, but nothing 
has happened; and in the meantime Kilmer has his promotion order dated 23 
October from Washington. He further stated he was told our G-2 knows about 
this case. General Murphy declared that it should have rung a belli. The im- 
plications are rather obvious—If the Senator who has been investigating at Fort 
Monmouth finds out that the Army is promoting that type of fellow. He directed 
General Murphy to get on it right away. 

The Cuarmman. That part of the conversation you heard ? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The CuHarrMan. You know that oceurred ? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrmMan. Let’s have it, and we will read the rest of it into 
the record. 

Senator Symineron. You don’t know what General Burress said at 
the other end of the phone ? 

General Zwicker. No. 

Senator Symrneton. You know what General Murphy said. Is that 
right? 

General Zwicker. Only what General Burress said. 

Senator Symineron. You heard General Burress but not General 
Murphy ? 

General Zwicker. I did not hear General Murphy; no. 

Senator Symineton. You were not on a separate line? 

General Zwicker. No; I was sitting next to him in the room. 

The CHarrMan. Since this is an Army document, I am sure there is 
no question about its authenticity so far as it being a part of the Army’s 
record of the case. 
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The Chair feels that the remainder of the document should now 
be read intothe record. I shall so read it. 
General Murphy stated that he has not seen it, but will check immediately, 


conceding that somebody slipped because the Army should have been notified 
the moment it came here. 

Under title of “Action,” this stated : 

General Murphy called General Zwicker but spoke to Colonel Brunner, C/S, 
C/p, Kilmer, in his absence, reference Captain Peress. He stated that he for- 
warded his interrogatory to the Department of the Army on 1 September, recom- 
mending his separation, and stating that he had refused to answer several of 
Oia questions. General Murphy declared that it is obviously a slip in the 
That means Department of the Army, I presume. 
but he does not know whether TAG or G—2. That fellow should have been 
separated, not promoted. He asserted that he is going to write a letter to 
General Bergin for General Burress’ signature and advise him about that. He 
also told Colonel Brunner that we have not gotten that letter from Camp Kilmer 
dated 21 October, and he would not have done anything about it anyway except 
to prod them again. Colonel Brunner promised to run it down and see when 
it was mailed and let him know. He said he would inform General Zwicker. 
(Note: Letter sent to General Bolte. See attached copy.) 

Counsel, you may proceed. 

Mr. Kennepy. That letter was dated 6 November, the letter sent to 
General Bolte, and is exhibit 64 in the record already. 

On that same day, general, you wrote a letter to General Burress. 
Can you identify the document? 

General Zwicker. This is letter dated 3 November 1953, addressed 
to Lt. Gen. W. A. Burress, Commanding General, First Army, Gov- 
ernors Island, New York 4, N. Y. 

I did write it. 

Mr. Kennepy. That letter summarizes the conversations that you 
had had with General Burress, and points out that you felt that Peress 
should have been eliminated from the service rather than promoted. 
Is that right? 

General Zwicker. That is correct, sir. 

May I read the first paragraph, which is the only one that is perti- 
nent, I believe, to the Peress case? ; 

The Cxarmrman. Has that been made an exhibit yet? 

General Zwicker. Not yet. 

The Cuatrman. It will be made exhibit 66. 

(Exhibit 66 appears in the appendix on p. 424.) 

Senator McCarruy. Before the witness reads that may I ask a 
question now ? 

Can you tell us why you considered this security information at 
the previous hearings? Why did you not read it to us there? 

I asked you what steps you took, asked you if you did anything to 
have Peress removed or to stop his promotion. You refused: to 
answer. 

Why do you consider this letter of yours security information? 

General Zwicker. It has been a long time ago, and I don’t recall 
specificaly the questions asked and the answers given to those ques- 
tions at either the February 18 hearing or the Watkins committee 
hearing, and, if permitted to do so, I would like to have the specific 
questions referred to and I will attempt to give the answers. 


ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING TO IRVING PERESS 385 


The Cuarrman. You do not have a transcript of them ? 

General Zwicker. I do not. 

The Cuatrman. Have you had a transcript of it since to refresh 
your memor 4 

General Zwicker. I have not had the opportunity to so do, Mr. 
Senator. 

The Cuarmman. All right. 

Senator Ervin. From my recollection of your testimony before the 
Watkins committee, you put a construction on this Executive order 
that it prevented you from testifying as to communications between 
you and other people in the Army. 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Senator Ervin. Is that not the explanation for your failure and 
re fusal to testify or failure to testify on the origin: al hearing before 
Senator McCarthy at Foley Square? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarrny. I don’t think you want the record to stand 
that way because you testified before our committee long before the 
President signed that order. 

Mr. Brucker. There were two directives, a Truman directive and 
an Eisenhower directive. 

Senator McCarrny. Neither one had anything to do with commu- 
nications between officers. 

Mr. Brucker. Yes, Senator, I think you will find both the Truman 
directive and also the Eisenhower directive are parellel along that 
line, and they do, as between executive officers of the Government—— 

The Carman. There may be different interpretations of the 
directive. 

The Chair will order both directives to be made part of this record. 

The directive under the Truman administration will be made ex- 
hibit No. 67, and the one under the Eisenhower administration will 
be made exhibit No. 68. We have them in the record; so whatever 
was in effect at the time the general testified either place will be 
controlling, I suppose. 

(Executive order, Truman administration, was marked “Exhibit 
No. 67.” Executive order, Eisenhower administration, was marked 
“Exhibit No. 68.” Exhibits Nos. 67 and 68 may be found in the files 
of the subcommittee. ) 

The Crarrman. All right. 

Are there any further questions ? 

I see we have reached 12 o’clock. 

Senator Symineron. I think it should be pointed out, Mr. Chairman, 
in fairness to General Zwicker, that he asked if he could read into 
the record the first paragraph, and you said he could. 

The Cratrman. He can do that when we resume. There is no 
objection. I was trying to accommodate everybody. 

Since we do have permission—the committee has permission to 
continue hearings stl the Senate is in session—we will meet at 2 
o’clock this afternoon. 

Members of the committee have other duties they have to give a 
little attention to during the course of these hearings, and, for that 
reason, we are going to take a recess until 2 o’clock. 

When we resume we will resume in room 318, known as the caucus 
room, in the Senate Office Building. 
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(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m., the committee was recessed, to re- 
convene at 2 p. m., this same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


The subcommittee reconvened at 2 p. m., upon the expiration of 
the recess. 

Present : Senators McClellan (chairman), Symington, and Mundt. 

The Cuarmman. The committee will come to order. 

We will resume the hearing with General Zwicker on the stand. 

Mr. Counsel, you may proceed. 


TESTIMONY OF RALPH W. ZWICKER, BRIGADIER GENERAL, 
UNITED STATES ARMY—Resumed 


Mr. Kennepy. General, you wanted to read the first paragraph 
of that letter of November 3. 

General Zwicker. I do not have it. 

Mr. Kennepy. Here is the copy. 

The Cuarrman. Gentlemen, you are reading from exhibit number 
what ? 

General Zwicker. No, 66, Mr. Chairman, 

The Cuarrman. All right, you may proceed. I think it has been 
identified, but since we have had this recess, you may reidentify the 
letter, or whatever the document is. 

General Zwicker. This is a letter headed Headquarters Camp Kil- 
mer, Office of the Commanding General, New Brunswick, N. J., dated 


November 3, 1953, addressed to Lt. Gen. W. A. Burress, commanding 
general, First Army, Governor’s Island, New York 4, N. Y. 
The Cuamman. You wish to read a part of the letter? 
General Zwicker. I would like to read the first paragraph, sir. 
The CHamman. You may proceed. 
General Zwicker (reading) : 


DeaR GENERAL Burress: Reference our conversation of this morning con- 
cerning the promotion of Capt. Irving Peress, O-1-—893-643 DC— 
meaning Dental Corps— 
USAR— 
meaning United States Army Reserve— 
this officer has refused to sign a loyalty certificate and refused to answer an in- 
terrogatory concerning his affiliation with subversive organizations claiming 
constitutional privileges. Investigation completed April 15, 1953, determined 
that this officer was a known and active Communist in Queens, N. Y. The perti- 
nent details of his case are on file in the G-2 section in yours and this head- 
quarters. This individual was promoted to major and to remain on duty in this 
rank, pursuant to letter orders dated October 23, 1953. I am unable to reconcile 
such policies, particularly at a time when outstanding officers are being forced 
to return to inactive status. 

This letter was signed by me, sir. 

The Cuarrman. The letter has other contents, I believe. 

General Zwicker. It does. 

The Cuairman. Inasmuch as that has been made an exhibit, it can 
be referred to for the remainder of the contents in it. 

General, did you have no knowledge or information that the promo- 
tion was coming through until it was received at your headquarters? 
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General Zwicker. I had no knowledge of it. 

(At this point Senator Ervin entered the hearing room. ) 

The Cuamman. Did you know that it had come through prior to 
the time he was given the oath as a major ¢ 

General Zwicker. No, sir; I am not certain whether or not I was 
apprised, whether the letter was brought to my attention before or 
after the oath had been administered. 

The Cuarraan. At any rate, the letter from which you have read 
refers to a telephone conversation, I assume. 

General Zwicker. No, sir; that refers to the personal visit of 
General Burress at my headquarters that morning. 

The Cuarmman. The general had been at your headquarters that 
morning? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The CHatrMan. You confirmed your conversation by letter of the 
same date ? 

General Zwicker. I did. 

The CHamman. Now, at the time he was at your headquarters, you 
did have knowledge then that Peress had been promoted ¢ 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir, 

(At this point Senator Bender entered the hearing room.) 

The Caiman. Can you state whether when the promotion came 
through to your headquarters that it came to your personal attention 

before the oath was ac tually administered ? 

General Zwicker. I cannot, sir. 

The Carman. In a case of that kind, particularly where it was 
a security risk case, would your subordinates have any instructions 
from you in the event of such an occurrence, that a promotion came 
through for one known to be a sec urity risk, to bring that to your 
attention before the promotion oath was actually administered ¢ 

General Zwicker. I don’t believe through the channels through 
which the letter was actually processed that that would be the case. 
As I understand it, and I believe this is a matter of record, Mr. 
Chairman, the letter was forwarded direct from headquarters, First 
Army, to the office of the dental surgeon, C yl Kilmer, N. J., and 
was handed to then Captain Peress by some officer. I imagine in the 
office of the dental surgeon, Camp Kilmer, N. J. 

It did not come through the headquarters proper, but I believe was 
handled directly between First Army Headquarters and the Office of 
the Dental Surgeon. 

The Cuarrman. That would probably account for your not knowing 
about it until the next day. What I do not understand is: Are the 
regulations such as to permit an officer on duty at a post to be pro- 
moted without the Commanding Officer knowing it? 

General Zwicker. Sir, our headquarters had nothing to do with this 
promotion. 

The CHarrman. I understand, but when the promotion came 
through, it did come to your headquarters and the oath was admin- 
istered under your command ? 

General Zwicker. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. The point I am making is: Is that a usual occur- 
rence that a promotion would come through to an officer under your 
command and they proceed to give him the promotion and the oath 
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of office for the higher rank without its being called to the Command- 
ing Officer’s attention? Is that a customary procedure in the Army? 

General Zwicker. It is not customary in my command, sir, because 
I always take a great deal of pleasure in participating in the promo- 
tion of an officer and insofar as possible if he is directly under my 
command, in having the honor of pinning whatever next rank on his 
shoulder that he is being promoted to. That, in any case, may have 
taken place, or might take place in my office, probably.after an oath 
had been administered. 

The Cuairman. How did it finally come to your attention that he 
had received the promotion? Your office knew about it the next 
day—— 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. After he was made a major. How did it come 
to your attention ? 

General Zwicker. I am not certain as to the exact method it was 
called to my attention. It may have been a routine order placed in 
my “In” basket, which I found in going through the papers. 

It may have been delivered to me » by my C hief of Staff. 

It may have been delivered to me by my G1. 

I do not recall the exact manner in which I was given a copy of 
this letter. 

(At this point Senator McCarthy entered the hearing room. ) 

The Cuatrman. Had it come to your attention prior to the time 
that the oath was administered would you, as commanding officer of 
that post, have had any right to stop the order or hold up adminis- 
tering the oath until you could have consulted with your superiors ¢ 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir; I certainly would have. 

The Cuamman. But it did not come to your attention, obviously, 
until after the oath was administered ¢ 

General Zwicker. I don’t think it did. As far as I know, it did 
not, sir. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

Mr. Kennepy. After this letter of November 3, General, what was 
the next relationship that you had with the Peress matter? Was it 
on January 6 you received a letter from the G-2 officer of the First 
Army notifying you that Peress was going to be released from active 
duty and discharged ? 

General Zwroxer. I never did receive that notice, Mr. Counsel. I 
am aware, but was not at that time—I am aware that there was such 
a letter at our headquarters. 

(At this point Senator Jackson entered the hearing room.) 

Mr. Kennepy. It was sent to the commanding general, Camp 
Kilmer, N. J. 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. Why wouldn’t it go through you? 

General Zwicker. I imagine there are approximately in the neigh- 
borhood of some 500 to a thousand communications a day that came 
to Camp Kilmer addressed to the Commanding General, Camp 
Kilmer, and of any need to be sent to some staff section or some 
action agency. 

By not being an action agency, I would have probably no occasion 
to necessarily see that. 
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Mr. Kennepy. It says here, “Attention, G-2,” so perhaps that is 
the explanation. 

Would you identify the document, please ? 

General Zwicker. This is a letter, Headquarters, First Army, Gov 
ernor’s Island, New York 4, N. Y., Office of the Assistant Chief of 
Staff, G-2, Intelligence, dated 6 J: anus ry 1954, identification marks 
AHFKAB-SD-PSB; subject: Peress, Irving, DC 01893643. To: 
Commanding General, Camp Kilmer, New Jersey, attention G-2. 

The Cuamman. That may be made exhibit 69. I made exhibits 67 
and 68 the directives of President Truman and President Eisenhower, 
the security orders of the Presidents. I made those exhibits 67 and 68. 
So this is 69. 

(Exhibit No. 69 appears in the appendix on p. 425.) 

Mr. Kennepy. General, what was the next occurrence in this matter 
of Peress as far as you were concerned ¢ 

General Zwicker. I believe the next significant date was January 
22, 1954. 

Mr. Kennepy. At that time George Anastos, a member of the staff 
of the subcommittee, telephoned you; is that right? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Can you relate to the committee what passed in that 
conversation ¢ 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

On that date a man representing himself to be a Mr. Anastos, a 
member of Senator McCarthy’s committee, called me by phone and 
the substance of the initial conversation over the phone was: “I under- 
stand that you have an officer at Camp Kilmer who has a derogatory 
file or who has a communistic background.” 

I don’t recall the exact words. 

I said, “I am not at liberty to discuss any matters of that nature 
with a person whom I cannot identify. Would you please permit me 
to independently call you back and reach you other than through your 
name.” 

He said, “Certainly ; that is fine.” 

I said, “I will call you back in a short time.” 

I did contact Mr. Anastos in the office, in Senator McCarthy’s office, 
at least in the place where I was certain that he had represented him- 
self to be properly, and I said to Mr. Anastos at that time somewhat 
as follows: “I believe that the officer to whom you referred in your 
earlier conversation may be Maj. Irving Peress.” 

Mr. Kennepy. That was the end of the conversation ? 

General Zwicker. There may have been a few more words, but 
that is the entire gist of the conversation. 

Mr. Kennepy. Did you give Mr. Anastos at that time any security 
information regarding Irving Peress? 

General Zwicker. Idid not. 

Mr. Kennepy. So that when you ultimately appeared before the 
committee on February 18, you were maintaining a position that you 
had taken on January 22, Is that right? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. Did you tell him between the two conversations that 
you had gotten the file on Irving Peress and had it before you while 
you were talking to him on the phone? 

General Zwicker. Yes; I may have done that. 
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Mr. Kennepy. But you did not give him any security information in 
that file? 

General Zwicker. I gave him none of the security information. 

Mr. Kennepy. You did not give him any information regarding 
any Communist affiliations that Irving Peress might have? 

General Zwicker. I did not. 

Mr. Kennepy. You did not tell him that Irving Peress’ wife, 
Klaine, was a Communist Party member / 

General Zwicker. I did not. 

Mr. Kennepy. Did you tell him that Irving Peress was a card- 
carrying Communist member from 1948 to 1952? 

General Zwicker. I did not. 

Mr. Kennepy. That in 1951 he was a Communist Party organizer ? 

General Zwicker. I did not. 

Mr. Kennepy. And that from 1943 through 1952 he was registered 
in New York City with the American Labor Party and had been an 
official of the American Labor Party? 

General Zwicker. I did not. 

Mr. Kennepy. That from 1949 to 1951 he subseribed to the Daily 
Worker? 

General Zwicker. I did not. 

Mr. Kennepy. And he attended a fund-raising party for the 11 
Communists who were being tried ? 

General Zwicker. I did not. 

Mr. Kennepy. And his mother, Sarah, registered with the American 
Labor Party from 1942 to 1949? 

General Zwicker. I did not. 

Mr. Kennepy. And his wife, Elaine, was a member of the Com- 
munist Party in 1944? 

General Zwicker. I did not. 

Mr. Kennepy. And in 1951-52 his wife, Elaine, attended Com- 
munist Party meetings and held Communist Party meetings in her 
home ? 

General Zwicker. I did not. 

Mr. Kennepy. And that his address in 1944, did you give him his 
address in 1944 as 245 North Washington Avenue, New York? 

General Zwicker. Possibly I did. 

Mr. Kennepy. And that his address in 1945 and 1946 was 8036 
Leffner Boulevard, Queens, N. Y.? 

General Zwicker. Possibly so. 

Mr. Kennepy. And from 1947 to the present his address was 6139 
79th Street, Queens, N. Y.? 

General Zwicker. Possibly so. 

Mr. Kennepy. Did he go on to ask whether there were any other 
cases in Camp Kilmer involving individuals who were suspected of 
having Communist affiliations and you replied that “I know of no 
other case of this nature” ? 

General Zwicker. I don’t recall that. He may have. 

Senator Syminerton. I would like to ask a question. 

The Cuarrman. I have just one question, if you will pardon me, 
Senator Symington. 

All of these questions that counsel has asked you, to which you have 
answered “I did not,” if such information had been in the file, or if it 
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was in the file at the time, would that be what you term security in 
formation that you would be prohibited from giving out ? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. All of that that he read to you there would be in 
the nature of security information that you would not be permitted 
to give out ¢ 

General Zwicker. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarran. All right, 1 wanted to establish that. 

Senator Symington. 

Senator Symineron. I was wondering why the counsel asked those 
questions of General Zwicker. Is that in order ¢ 

Senator McCarruy. At the bottom of page 158. 

Senator Symineron. In other words, as I get it, the testimony of 
a member of the staff, is that the questions that were just asked Gen 
eral Zwicker were given to that member of the staff by General 
Zwicker ; is that right ? 

Mr. Kennepy. Excuse me. 

Senator Symineton. As I say, questions that were just asked Gen 
eral Zwicker were testified to by a member of the staff as information 
that was given that member of the staff by General Zwicker ¢ 

Mr. Kennepy. The specific questions that were asked were taken 
from a memorandum from the files, written by George Anastos, on 
the conversation that he had with General Zwicker on January 22, 
in addition, George Anastos appeared before the Watkins commit 
tee and on page 159 he testified as to, not in as great detail, but 
roughly as to what he had stated in his memorandum. 

It is for that purpose that I asked him the questions if it later 
developed when he appeared before the committee on February 18, 
if he was maintaining the same position that he had maintained on 
January 22. 

Senator McCartuy. I understand that when Anastos returned from 
interviewing General Zwicker he made out this memo containing all 
the items that you enumerated ? 

Mr. Kennepy. He talked to him on the telephone. 

Senator McCarruy. After talking to him on the telephone? 

Mr. Kennepy. Yes. 

Senator McCarrny. Then he came back and made the memorandum 
all about Peress? 

Mr. Kennepy. Yes. 

Senator Symrneton. General Zwicker, is there not a chance that 
you have the testimony of Mr. Anastos mixed up with the testimony 
of Mr. Juliana? 

General Zwicker. No, sir; I read both testimonies, sir. 

Senator Syminoron. You are thoroughly familiar with his testi 
mony, are you? 

General Zwicker. I am familiar with the testimony of Mr. Anastos. 
I believe that has just been referred to. 

Senator Symineron. If you will cast your memory back to the 
questions that were asked you by counsel, did you know of this infor- 
mation? Is there any of it that you knew of, but did not give to 
the staff representative who called you 4 

(Witness confers with Army counsel.) 

General Zwicker. I am advised that I may give a general answer to 
that question. 
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In general, I did, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Thank you. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that this 
is information that has been made available to us and Mr. Anastos, 
of course, has not testified before this committee. These are questions 
that I felt should be asked General Zwicker. 

The Cuarmman. It can be determined later whether Mr. Anastos 
will testify. 

But the purpose, I understand, of asking these questions is pri- 
marily to determine whether you had given out the information at one 
time and then later when you were called before the committee, for 
some reason you withheld it. Is that the purpose? 

Mr. Kennepy. That is right. 

The Cuarmrman. Senator McCarthy. 

Senator McCarruy. General, you realize that you left the com- 
mittee in a rather unusual position. We find that Mr. Anastos after 
he talked to you, sat down and wrote out information which he did 
not have before that time, which you had. 

Just a minute, Governor, the general will take care of himself. 

Mr. Brucker. I haven’t said a word. But that question is already 
loaded enough. 

The general ought to have the opportunity to answer it. 

The CuHamman,. Let us have the question. 

Senator McCartruy. Will you read the question as far as I was when 
I was interrupted ? 

(The pending question, as above recorded, was read by the reporter. ) 

Senator McCarruy. You realize that that raises a very serious ques- 
tion, putting it mildly, as to your memory, do you not? 

General Zwicker. No, sir; I do not. I have no way of knowing 
whether Mr. Anastos had any part or all of that information when 
he called me. 

As far as I am concerned he may well have had the information when 
he did call. 

- Senator McCarruy. Do you know what motive he might have to 
sit down after he talked to you, a man whom you had never met before, 
and write out a detailed memo containing the facts as they were and 
attribute the information to you? 

General Zwicker. I have no idea. 

Senator McCarruy. No idea at all, have you? 

General Zwicker. No, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. Again, now, that you have refreshed your rec- 
ollection over the noon hour, is it still your testimony that John 
Adams, when he came down to see you before you testified, did not, 
as he says, discuss with you what you could testify to and what you 
could not testify to? The word is “advised” that he used. 

General Zwicker. As I said this morning, Mr. Senator, he may 
have touched on the provisions of the Presidential directive. I am 
sure that if he did he found that I was already familiar with those 
provisions and to the very best of my recollection, if that is what you 
term “advise,” I cannot say that he did not mention the Presidential 
ay or the changes thereto as they appeared in the special regu- 
ations. 

Senator McCarrny. But as he apparently said he did not tell you 
what you could testify to and what you feald not testify to? 
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General Zwicker. I don’t see how he could, sir. He didn’t know 
what the questions were going to be. 

Senator McCartuy. Now, General, you were rather free this fore- 
noon in accusing a young man of having committed perjury. ‘This 
afternoon we find also your testimony is in direct contrast of another 
man on our staff. We find that his testimony is bolstered by the fact 
that he sat down and talked to you, wrote out a memo which is the 
same as his testimony. 

Will you tell us for the benefit of the committee, if you will, what 
questions and answers were perjury on the part of Mr. Juliana? 

General Zwicker. I don’t believe I mentioned the word “perjury” 
this morning. 

Senator McCarruy. You said he lied. Lying under oath is per- 
jury. 

Mr. Brucker. Just amoment. That is a question ? 

The Cuarrman. I do not think he used the word “lie” this morning. 
He said that was not true. 

Senator McCarrny. It is the same thing. 

Will you tell us what answers were not true? 

The Cruarrman. That is better. 

Senator McCarruy. First, can we agree on this: When you tell an 
untruth, you are lying; right? 

General Zwicker. As far as I am cone erned, you certainly are. 

Senator McCarry. When you lie under oath, you are committing 
perjury; is that right? 

General Zwicker. I am not a law yer. I assume that to be correct. 

Senator McCarruy. Will you tell us what answers were lies on the 
part of Mr. Juliana? 

General Zwicker, May I have the benefit of having the specific 
question asked of me? 

Senator McCartny. [ do not know what you referred to. You said 
he did not tell the truth when he testified under oath, 

General Zwicker. You are asking me to go back a year and remem- 
ber the conversation in a book that you have in front of you, which 
I don’t? 

Senator McCarrny. General, you want me to read all of his testi- 
mony ? 

General Zwicker. If you wish, I would prefer to answer each one 
of those and tell you whether I feel it was a true statement, or not. 

Senator McCarrny. You said that he lied. 

Senator Ervin. I object, Mr. Chairman. He said he told something 
that was not true. I think the man can say something is not true by 
mistake. 

Senator McCarrny. What are you objecting to? 

Senator Ervin. I am objecting to your putting words in the wit- 
ness’ mouth, that the witness never did put there. 

Senator McCarrny. Let us rephrase it so that the very able Senator 
will not have an objection. 

You said when you told an untruth under oath you were lying. 
We both agreed on that. 

Now, I asked you to tell where he was lying. You must know. You 
do not accuse a young man of perjury idly. You do not accuse him 
to telling an untruth under oath idly, I assume. 
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Now, will you tell us where he told his untruths? 

If you need time to do that, I will ask the Chair to give you as much 
time as you need so that you can search the record and tell us wherein 
he lied. 

General Zwicker. In general, sir, I cannot do that. Specifically, 
I cannot without the benefit of the testimony from which to answer. 

But I would be happy to try to answer generally. 

The Cuatrman. General, this morning you stated that some parts 
of Mr. Juliana’s testimony, you did not use that exact expression, 
but some of his testimony was untrue. 

Greneral Zwicker. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. Now, you do not have that testimony before you at 
the moment. 

General Zwicker. I do not. 

The CuarrmMan. But at present, state in general terms from your 
recollection what part of the testimony you referred to as being 
untrue. 

Senator McCarruy. He has the testimony right in front of him, 
Mr. Chairman. That is not answering my question. 

The Cuarrman. I do not know whether he has it in front of him. 

Mr. Brucker. He does not have it before him. I have just gotten 
from my associate page 517 of that record. I was starting to look 
at it. 

The Cuarrman. The witness has not had the testimony before him 
up until this moment. 

Now, first answer this in general terms and then if it is insisted 
the Chair will give you an opportunity to review all of the testimony 
and point out questions and answers that you say were incorrect, or 
untrue, 

But first, answer in general terms. 

General Zwicker. Thank you, sir. 

In general terms it is this: As I recall reading the testimony of Mr. 
Juliana before the Watkins committee, there was a lengthy bit of 
testimony relative to telephone calls between the Pentagon and my 
office, or between my office and the Pentagon, or visits of myself to the 
Pentagon, or visits of any persons within the Pentagon to my office, 
with instructions to me as to what I was supposed to do relative to 
the Peress case. 

In general, those statements are not true. 

The CHarrman. Now, does the Senator want him to review the 
testimony and point out specifically, or does the Senator prefer to ask 
him the questions, reading from the record and ask him specifically ? 

Senator McCarrny. I think, Mr. Chairman, in view of the serious- 
ness of this charge and in view of the other testimony of this witness, 
he should have the opportunity to go over the testimony himself and 
then come in here when he has done that and tell us wherein he claims 
Mr. Juliana lied. 

The Cuarrmman. The Chair will direct the witmess when we have 
concluded here, whenever we recess in a given time to review the 
testimony—the Chair is advised by the Senator from Wisconsin that 
he thinks he can do it by reading from the record here. If you have 
a copy of the record in front of you, you can follow the interrogation 
and reading by the Senator from Wisconsin and then give your 
answers. 
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Senator McCarruy. Refer to page 517, Mr. Williams asks the 
question of Mr. Juliana : 


Did he indicate to you that he had talked to anyone in Washington on this? 

Mr. JuLIaANA. He indicated to me that he had been in frequent contact with 
Washington on the former Major Peress matter. 

Is that answer true or false ? 

General Zwicker. It is not true. 

Senator McCarruy. Did you have any communications from Wash 
ington at all? 

General Zwicker. I certainly did. 

Senator McCarrny. And you wrote to Washington about it ? 

General Zwicker. You asked me whether I had communications, 
Mr. Senator. 

Senator McCarruy. In regard to the Peress matter. 

General Zwicker. Relative to the Peress matter. 

Senator McCarrny. Yes. 

General Zwicker. No. 

Senator McCartuy. You got no files? 

General Zwicker. I got no files. 

Senator McCarrny. Did you have communication with the First 
Army ¢ 

General Zwicker. I certainly did. 

Senator McCarruy. That is the usual channel of communicating 
with Washington ¢ 

General Zwicker. That is my channel of command, First Army. 

Senator McCarrny. Wait until I finish. We are in no hurry. 

The First Army is your usual channel through which you com 
municate with W ashington ; is that right.’ 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Senator McCarruy. So when you communicated with the First 
Army, you were communicating with Washington; were you not ? 

General Zwicker. Definitely not. 

Senator McCarruy. You just corrected yourself. You said that 
was your usual channel through which you communicated with 
Washington. 

General Zwicker. That isa command channel, Mr. Senator, through 
which I normally transacted all business. 

My superior was First Army, not the Department of the Army. 

Senator McCartuy. When you wanted to contact the Pentagon, 
you would not do it directly; you would do it via the First Army: 
is that right? 

General Zwicker. That is not necessarily true. 

Senator McCarruy. Not necessarily true? 

General Zwicker. No, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. Is it true in some cases / 

ogee Zwicker. It happened to be true in this case. In the Peress 
case I did not contact Washington direct in a single instance by any 
method whatsoever, to the best ‘of my knowledge. 

Senator McCarruy. Now, Mr. Juliana did not say contact him 
directly. The question is: Did you contact the Pentagon through the 
First Army ¢ 

General Zwicker. | don’t know. 

Senator McCarrny. You do not know? 
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General Zwicker. I don’t know because any letter or any substance 
that may have been material in this case, I would have contacted First 
Army. It would have been up to the determination of the command- 
ing general, First Army, as to whether or not the request subsequently 
went to Washington or Pentagon. 

Senator McCartruy. Do you think, Mr. Zwicker, that you are abus- 
ing Mr. Juliana when you say you do not know whether you contacted 
the Pentagon and you accuse him of lying when he said you indicated 
you had? 

Mr. Brucker. Wait a minute. 

The Cuarrman, I think he can answer it. 

General Zwicker. Mr. Senator, I did not say that. I said that I 
never contacted the Pentagon relative to the Peress case. 

Further, I stated that I never visited Washington for the purpose 
of, nor did I discuss while there if I made the visit at all, any aspect 
of the Peress case. 

Further, I stated that no one from the Pentagon contacted me di- 
rectly with any instructions or anything of any nature, relative to the 
Peress case, and, further, no representative of the Department of the 
Army, the Department of Defense, or any other official department in 
Washington, ever visited me in an attempt to advise me or tell me or 
even mention the Peress case. 

That is my statement, sir. 

Senator McCarrny. Is that still true as of today? 

General Zwicker. As of today, sir? 

Senator McCarruy. Yes, bring it down to today. 

General Zwicker. I would like to limit that time to between the first 
time that I knew anything about the Peress case, which would have 
been October 20, 1953, and my appearance on February 18 before the 
one-man committee in New York. 

Senator Symineron. How about the visit of Mr. Adams to you? 

General Zwicker. I am sorry. I must exclude that, sir. Thank 
you. 

The Cuarrman. Senator McCarthy, proceed. 

Senator McCarruy. Mr. Juliana says this, at the bottom of page 
517. Iam skipping a sizable number of questions. 

Mr. Jutiana. He did not say that the Pentagon was contacted through the 
First Army. However, in discussing this matter—I talked with him about an 
hour—lI was under the definite impression that his immediate superior was the 
First Army. 

Mr. Juliana says at the top you said you contacted the Pentagon, 
then he elaborates and says that that was apparently through the First 
Army. 

Do you say he was lying when he said it was through the First 
Army? 

Mr. Brucker. Take your time and read that part. He skipped 
over it. 

Senator McCarruy. Mr. Brucker, I wonder if you should not desist 
from coaching the witness. 

Mr. Brucker. There is no coaching. I said you skipped something 
which you did in reading that and this witness has the right to have 
that called to his attention. That I have done. 

The Crarrman. Just a moment. I think we can proceed now. 
Have you identified, General Zwicker, in the copy of the hearings 
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which you have before you, the question that the Senator read, or the 
statement of the witness that the Senator read? If you have not 
found it, certainly Governor Brucker may have to locate what the 
Senate just read. If you have located it, then you proceed to testify. 

General Zwicker. I believe I have. 

The Cuarrman. It is right at the bottom of page 517. 

General ZwIcKER (reé uding) : 

Mr. JULIANA. He did not say 

The CuatrMan. That is correct. 

Senator McCarruy. My question was: Do you say he was lying 
when he said that the contact was through the First Army ¢ 

[ would suggest that you take time to read the questions and answers 
between the first one I read and the last one. If there are any there 
that you think are pertinent, we can certainly read them into the record. 

General Zwicker. May I read the question by Mr. De Furia on the 
middle of page 517% 

Senator McCarrny. Starting out “Can you say”? 

General Zwicker (reading) : 

Mr. De Furia. Mr. Juliana, can you say positively that General Zwicker said 
Washington instead of Governors Island or First Army? 

Mr. JULIANA, He left the definite impression in my mind that he had been 
in contact with the Pentagon and I assumed that to be Washington, 

Mr. DeFurIA. Can you say under oath that General Zwicker mentioned Wash- 
ington or the Pentagon or might he have said Governors Island or First Army? 


Mr, JULIANA. I will say under oath that to the best of my recollection it was 
with the Pentagon. 


Mr. De Furta. Can you say under oath that General Zwicker mentioned Wash 
Zwicker referring to the Pentagon? 

Mr. JULIANA, The Pentagon. He used the words “the Pentagon.” 

Mr. De Fura, Is that all you can remember about it? 

Mr. JULIANA. No, I can remember further that he said that—and I almost 
quote this—‘I had been in frequent contact with the Pentagon.” 

That is almost a quote. Now, I can’t say it is a definite quote. 

Mr. De Furia. Did he mention it went through the First Army to the Penta- 
gon or direct? In other words, did he say he contacted the Pentagon or was the 
Pentagon contacted through the First Army? 

Mr. JULIANA. He did not say that the Pentagon was contacted through the 
First Army. However, in discussing this matter I talked with him about an 
hour, I was under the definite impression that his immediate superior was the 


First Army. 

The Cuarmman. Now, what part of it, General, do you say is true, 
and what part do you say is untrue? 

General Zwicker. I say that any statement that I have read which 
intimates that I had direct contact with the Pentagon by any means 
whatsoever relative to the Peress case is false. 

Senator McCarrny. Just a minute. There is no such statement 
here. Will you point out such statement? He talked about your 
contact with the Pentagon and he says he understands that your su- 
perior was the First Army. In other words, you contacted them 
through the First Arm 

So you point out where at any time Mr. Juliana said that you 
said that you contacted the Pentagon directly. You have it before 
you. Will you point out the question and answer. 

General Zwicker. Mr. Senator, I will be very happy to. Perhaps 
we can shorten this. 

If Mr. Juliana will explain that he meant by his testimony that 
he understood I was going through First Army, I will accept that. 
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Senator McCarrnuy. He does not have to explain now. We are 
talking about what he said before. You do not explain your testimony 
6 months later. 

General Zwicker. That is what I am being asked to do. 

Senator McCartry. On the bottom of the page did you not find 
here that he said that he was of the opinion that you went through 
First Army ¢ 

General Zwicker. As I read this, Mr. Senator, the Pentagon means 
the Pentagon. It does not mean First Army. I think that anyone 
who wishes to refer to Headquarters, First Army, would refer to 
Headquarters, First Army, or Governors Island. 

I think that anyone who wished to refer to the Department of the 
Army would refer to the Department of the Army or the Pentagon. 

Senator McCarrny. I do not want to prolong this any further, 
but, General, you know, of course, that you were talking to Mr. 
Juliana, a man who had been in the military service. You and he 
both knew that there was such a thing as chain of command. You 
and he both knew that when you contacted the Pentagon you would 
do it through the regular channels, and your regular channel is the 
First Army. 

You know he so testified. He said he did not say he did it through 
the First Army, but I assume that the First Army is the chain of 
command. 

Now that you have refreshed your recollection on that, do you want 
to still say that Mr. Juliana lied or told untruths—use whatever word 
you care to? 

Mr. Brucker. He has not said that, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuatrmMan. Let him answer. 

Do you want to say now that Mr. Juliana lied or that he told an 
untruth? Which do you want to say, if either ! 2 

General Zwicker. In my opinion, as I read this testimony, and as 
I interpret this testimony, Mr. Juliana told Sateen 

Senator McCarrny. Could I ask him one question ? 

The Cuatrman. All right.- 

Senator McCarruy. I have a simple question. Did you have con- 
tact. with the Pentagon through the First Army in the Peress matter ? 
Did you forward anything which represented the Pentagon through 
the First Army? Did they forward anything to you through the 
First Army ? 

General ZwickER. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. So that you did have contact with the Penta- 
gon through the First Army ? 

General Zwicker. Through the First Army; yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. So that you say that when Mr. Juliana said 
you had contacted the Pentagon and then qualified it by saying that 
the First Army was the chain of command, you say that that was not 
true, but now you say you did have contact with the Pentagon. flowing 
both ways, I assume. 

You may think this is funny, General, but there is nothing funny 
about accusing a young man of perjury without backing it up. 

General Zwicker. Is there anything funny about accusing a general 
officer as unfit to wear his uniform? 

The CuatrmMan. General, did you direct any communication to the 
Pentagon, or to Washington, through channels by the First Army 
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regarding the Peress case? What I mean, did you write a letter to 
Washington and send it through channels through the First Army ¢ 

General Zwicker. No, sir; I did not. 

The Cuatrman. Then all of your communications that you sent 
we are talking about what you sent now—were communications from 
you to the First Army. 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

The Carman. Now, where they went from there you do not 
know ¢ 

General Zwicker. I do not. 

The Cuamman. They could have gone on to the Pentagon. That 
is correct, is it not? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

The Cuarmman. The First Army could have forwarded them there, 
hut you did not address them to the Pentagon ? 

General Zwicker. I did not. 

The Cuamman. Now, did you get communications from the Penta- 
gon, from Washington, from the Department of the Army, that came 
through channels back through the First Army command regarding 
the Peress case ? 

General Zwicker. Between these dates that I mentioned before, sir? 

The Cuarrman. Yes, between October 20 and the other date you 
gave, February 2? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir; I did. I received the order promoting 
Peress which came through First Army channels to my headquarters. 

[ received an order directing his separation, which came through 
First Army to my headquarters. 

I recall of no other orders or records of any nature which I received 
though that channel. 

The Cuarmman. So that only the promotion and the order of dis- 
charge was all you received from Washington through the First Army, 
during that period of time? 

General Zwicker. So far as I can recall. 

The Cuarrman. So far as you recall. 

I think there was some testimony, and to refresh your memory, I am 
not certain, that you also sent a letter to the Department of the Army 
to the effect that you regarded Peress as a security risk. Now, did you 
send that communication to the Department of the Army, either direct 
or through First Army, or did you only send that and address it to 
First Army ¢ 

General Zwicker. I am unable to recall, Mr. Chairman. It is pos- 
sible: I don’t think I did, but it is possible that a letter might be routed 
to the Department of the Army through First Army, but that would 
not have been normal. 

The Caarmman. If you sent such a letter your letter of November 
3—is the letter of November 3 the only one you wrote in connection 
with Peress as being a security risk? 

General Zwicker. May I see that letter, sir? 

The Cuarrman. That letter is addressed to the commanding general 
of the First Army, your letter of November 3, 1953, which is exhibit 66. 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Now, do you know whether that was transmitted 
from the First Army on to Washington, to the Department of the 
Army? 
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General Zwicker. I do not. 

The Cuarrman. Did you write any letter other than that that you 
addressed directly to the Department of the Army in Washington 
regarding Peress ’ 

General Zwicker. Mr. Chairman, I don’t recall having any com- 
munications or writing any letter, either through First Army, to the 
Department of the Army, or to the Department of the Army direct, 
relative to the Peress case. 

The Cuatrman. Now, then, you do recall—of course, you testified to 
that—Mr. Adams’ visit to you? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. A day or two before you testified in New York? 

General Zwicker. The day before. 

The Carman. Did you have any other conversations with Mr. 
Adams regarding the Peress case during the period of time that you 
have qualified your answers to, from October 20 to February 2? Did 
you have any other conversation with Mr. Adams in any way relating 
to the Peress case other than the one you had with him the day before 
you testified before this committee in February ? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir; I did. 

The Cuamman. What other conversation did you have with him 
about it? 

General Zwicker. The normal conversations that would take place 
between two persons who were interested in an appearance before a 
subcommittee just prior to that appearance. I do not recall a single 
word of what transpired prior to the time that I took the stand on 
the afternoon of February 18. I am sure I must have talked to 
Mr. Adams. 

The Cuarmman. You mean between the time he saw you on Feb- 
ruary 17 and you had that conversation and before you testified then 
on the 18th, you had another conversation or other conversations 
with him? 

General Zwicker. I talked to Mr. Adams; yes, sir. I am not certain 
I did on the morning of February 18. 

The Cuarrman. Following your testimony, did you have any other 
conversations with him about the Peress case? 

General Zwicker. Immediately following I certainly did. I don’t 
recall, Mr. Chairman, of any other conversations. 

The Cuamman. Prior to the time of October 20 up to the 2nd of 
February, when Peress was discharged, had you had any conversation 
with Mr. Adams regarding the Peress case during that period of time? 

General Zwicker. I did not. 

The Cuatrman. Had you had communication from him about it? 
T am talking about between the date you discovered he was a security 
risk, October 20, until February 2, when he was discharged. Had you 
had any conversation with Mr. Adams? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir; I did, on January 28. 

The Cuarrman. On January 28? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. What conversation was that, a telephone conver- 
sation ? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir; a telephone conversation in which Mr. 
Adams called me and requested that I request Major Peress to appear 
before Senator McCarthy’s committee on the 30th. 
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The Cuairman. Any other conversation at that time ? 

General Zwicker. None whatsoever. 

The Cuarrman. Any other matter discussed ? 

General Zwicker. None whatsoever. 

Excuse me, sir; there was a little bit more to that conversation. I 
fully described it this morning. 

The Cuarmman. What else ? 

General Zwicker. I asked him whether or not if Peress did not go 
at my request, what I should do about it. He said in that case “call 
me right back in order that we may get a marshal to serve a subpena 
on him.” 

The CHarmMan. But he did agree to go and it was not necessary 
to call him back ? 

General Zwicker. After considerable fuss, he did agree to go; yes, 
sir. 
The Cuatmrman. Was it a long fuss, big one, or short one? He 
agreed to go and you did not have to call Mr. Adams back on that 
account ? 

General Zwicker. I did not have to call Mr. Adams back. 

The Carman. Did you have any other conversation then with 
Mr. Adams before he was discharged, about Peress—he was discharged 
on the 2d—from the 28th to the 2d? 

General Zwicker. Not to the very best of my recollection, I did 
not, sir. 

The CuatrmMan. All right, Mr. Counsel. 

Senator McCarrny. I would like to merely say, Mr. Chairman, this 
shows what Jim Juliana said was true. He was calling Adams and 
Adams was calling him, Adams was at the Pentagon. 

The Cuamman. I think we have the record clear as to just exactly 
what happened. I hope so. 

Senator McCarrtuy. I think we have. 

The Cuarrman. Proceed. 

Mr. Kennepy. General, you were discussing these conversations 
with Anastos on January 21. He called you and then you called him 
back. 

During those two conversations you gave him no security informa- 
tion on Irving Peress; is that right? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. We both understand what we mean by security in- 
formation, anything to do with any Communist affiliations of Irving 
Peress or his family? 

General Zwicker. Anything of a nature that was contained in his 
derogatory file. 

Mr. Kennepy. On January 23, General, was the next incident re- 
garding Irving Peress. You received the orders to separate him from 
the service; is that correct? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. At that time you learned that he was to receive an 
honorable discharge; is that right? 

General Zwicker. I did. 

Mr. Kennepy. That was contained in the orders that you received 
from the Department of the Army ? 

General Zwicker. That is right; it was. 





402 ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING TO IRVING PERESS 


Mr. Kennepy. At that time did you call Anastos back and tell him 
you had received these orders and that Peress was to be discharged 
from the Army ? 

General Zwicker. I did. 

The Cuarrman. Let me understand that. After you received the 
order to discharge Peress and give him an honorable discharge, before 
acting on those orders, carrying out those orders, you called Mr. 
Anastos, a member of this committee, the one who contacted you about 
it first, and told him you had such orders; is that correct? 

General Zwicker. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman, All right. Go ahead. 

General Zwicker. I volunteered that information to Mr. Anastos 
because he had evidenced an interest as a member of a senatorial com- 
mittee the day before. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

Mr. Kennepy. General, the inspector general talked to you. You 
were interviewed by the inspector general ? 

General Zwicker. I was. 

Mr. Kennepy. Also by an inspector general from the First Army, 
a representative from the inspector general from the First Army inter- 
viewed you? 

General Zwicker. I do not believe so. 

Mr. Kennepy. Were you questioned at all regarding the giving of 
classified information to unauthorized sources? 

General Zwicker. Only to the extent that some representative from 
First Army—it may have been General Burress himself; it may have 
been the Chief of Staff; it may have been during the course of any 
number of visits that I made to their headquarters—wanted to be very 
sure that I knew what the provisions of that order were and I satisfied 
them, or him, that I did know, at least in my own mind, and my inter- 
pretation seemed to gibe with theirs as to the provisions of that order. 

Mr. Kennepy. What was the reason for their taking it up with you 
at that late date, General ¢ 

Genera] Zwicker. I am not familiar with their reasons. 

Mr. Kennepy. Did they discuss the conversation you had had with 
Mr. Anastos? Did they discuss with you in regard to the con- 
versations that you had had with Mr. Anastos on the phone and 
whether you had given any classified information at that time? 

General Zwicker. No; they did not. 

Mr. Kennepy. The next incident, General, was on January 26, 
as I understand it. You called General Murphy at the First Army ; 
is that right? 

General Zwicker. I am unfamiliar with that. 

Mr. KenNEpy. You spoke to Colonel Gurney. 

General Zwicker. About that, sir? 

Mr. Kennepy. Will you examine this, please? Would you identify 
the document ? 

General Zwicker. I am unfamiliar with this, but I see nothing 
wrong with it, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Do you remember the telephone call ? 

General Zwicker. I do not specifically recall that telephone call. 

Mr. Kennepy. That was a document that was furnished to us by 
the Department of the Army. It purports to be a memorandum on 
the telephone conversation that you had with Colonel Gurney. 
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The CuarrMan, You say there is nothing wrong with it. Do you 
recall in substance the conversation ? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir; it could well have taken place. I see 
no reason why it shouldn’t have. I am accepting the fact that I did 
make the call and say substantially what is contained in here. 

The CHarrMANn. All right, read what is contained in there and that 
may be made exhibit 70. 

Senator Munpr. Could we, first of all, have Colonel Gurney 
identified ? 

Mr. Kennepy. I think the first sentence does that. 

General Zwicker. The only way that this is identified is by a 
number “2.” 

The CHarrMAN. I will show you the original. It is an excerpt from 
this letter you read this morning which was made a previous exhibit, 
from which you read this morning. That is an excerpt from this 
Army document. You may compare it if you like. It is about the 
second paragraph, down in the middle. 

General Zwicker. A copy of transcript of telephone conversations. 

Mr. Kennepy. Plural, I believe. 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrMANn. You had read the first one this morning, had you 
not, identified it? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan, This isa part of the same document the Army has 
furnished us, so that is a photostatic copy of it which you have. Will 
you read it? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

On January 26, 1954, General Zwicker called General Murphy, but spoke to 
Cvlonel Gurney, DCS, in his absence—— 

The Cuarrman. Is that of the First Army? 

General ZwickER. Yes. 

The CHairman. Proceed. 

General Zwicker (reading) : 
and gave him an informal report on the case of Captain Peress. He stated that 
on Friday, January 22, a Mr. Anastos, assistant counsel to the Senate subcom- 
mittee (Senator McCarthy’s committee), called him from Washington and said 
he understood that we had a Communist working for us at Camp Kilmer. Gen- 
eral Zwicker stated that he told him he could not identify him by phone and 
was not in a position to talk to him unless he was sure of his identification and 
he asked if he could call him back, not by telephone, but by job description, 
which he did. Mr. Anastos asked him the circumstances, the name, and so forth. 
Fortunately, on Saturday, when he called Mr. Anastos back, they got the final 
disposition on Peress—he is to be separated within 90 days on the 23d of January. 
Peress elected separation on March 31, 

General Zwicker said he gave this information to Mr. Anatos. He seemed 
satisfied and asked if they had any other cases that he knew of pending, to 
which his answer was negative. Colonel Gurney remarked that he was glad 
they finally finished that case. 

Senator McCarrny. He thought they had. 

The Cuarrman. I wish he had been right. 

Go ahead. 

Mr. Kennepy. General, the next contact was on January 28 when 
Mr. Adams telephoned you, I believe. 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, will you identify this document, please. 
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General Zwicker. This is a memorandum for record, signed by me. 
Mr. Kewnnepy. It is a memorandum on that telephone call; is it? 
General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Could you summarize it for us, General, rather than 
reading it? 

Then may we have it made an exhibit? 

The Cuarrman. It may be made exhibit 71. 

All right, proceed to read it. 

(Exhibit No. 71 appears in the appendix on p. 425.) 

General Zwicker (reading) : 

Late in the afternoon of January 28 Mr. Adams contacted me and requested 
that I contact Major Peress and request him to be present in New York for the 
purpose of appearing before the Senate Investigating Committee. 

I was unable to locate Major Peress on the 28th of January, but did give him 
the above information at 8115—8 : 15—on the 29th of January 1954. 

Major Peress indicated he would be present at the time and place as indicated 
above. I granted him permission to make his appearance in civilian clothes and 
further excused him from duty on January 30, 1954. 

(Signed) Ratren W. Zwicker. 


May I amplify that, sir? 

The Cuarman. All right, if you care to. 

General Zwicker. This would make it appear that he requested 
permission to wear civilian clothes. I directed him to wear civilian 
clothes because I did not want any member of the military to be asked 
to appear before any committee where he could be connected with 
Communists. 

Mr. Kennepy. On January 29 you notified Peress, General 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Which I think we have already covered here. 

ae the next incident occurred on the 1st of February; is that 
right ¢ 

General Zwicker. There was another incident which is a matter of 
record nowhere, on the 30th of January. Peress early on the mornin 
of the 30th came to my office, requested permission to see me, and, 
of course, I granted it. He told me that he was not going to appear 
before the committee at 10 o’clock that morning. This disturbed me a 
great deal and I informed him quite bluntly that he had given me his 
word as an officer the day before that he would appear at this com- 
mittee meeting and that I would like to get a witness in to witness any 
change in that answer. 

I opened the door of the office and called my chief of staff, Colonel 
Gurney, in my office. I said, “Now, Major Peress, before this witness 
you give me again the answer. I assure you that disciplinary action 
will be taken if it is not the correct one.” He gave me the correct 
one. 

The Cuamman. He said he would appear? 

General Zwicker. That he would appear. 

The Cuarman. And did. 

General Zwicker. And did. 

The Cuamman. Proceed. 

Mr. Kennepy. The next incident was on February 1 when Peress 
came to your office again ; is that right ? 

General Zwicker. That is right. 

Mr. Kennepy. At that time Peress asked for an immediate dis- 
charge from the Army? 
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General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. Did you make a check then to find out when he could 
get out? 

General Zwicker. I did. 

Mr. Kennepy. And found out that the earliest possible time was 
2 o’clock the following day, February 2? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. That interests me a little. If the orders had not 
yet come through, how could you tell how soon you could get him out 
of the Army ? 

General Zwicker. The orders were in my hand, sir. 

The Cuarrman. The orders were there 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The Crarmman, All right. 

Senator McCarruy. Peress appeared and testified as follows: 


I don’t recall the exact words, the word for word conversation— 
talking about the conversation you are talking about. He said: 


I requested of General Zwicker after the hearing before you on January 30 
when I saw him on February 1, I requested that an inquiry be made into these 
charges, that the newspapers had lambasted me on Sunday and Monday. 

I certainly do not propose to suggest that because you testified 
directly opposite from a Communist that you are not telling the 
truth. I certainly would take the word of a general before I would 
take the word of a Communist. 

But having your memory refreshed by this, do you still say that he 
did not ask for an inquiry ; he asked for a discharge? 

General Zwicker. The main purpose of his visit, Mr. Senator, was 
to request an early discharge. I believe that while he was in the office 
he did bring up the question of an inquiry of some sort or other being 
made relative to his case. 

Senator McCarruy. Did you tell him that if you made an inquiry 
you could not discharge him; you would lose jurisdiction of him once 
you discharged him ? 

General Zwicker. I did not. 

Senator McCarrny. Actually, if you started an inquiry you could 
not have discharged him; is that right? In other words, you would 
lose jurisdiction once you discharged him. 

General Zwicker. No, sir; the inquiry, I believe, would not be in 
my jurisdiction—I don’t recall the conversation with him at all clear- 
ly, if we had one relative to an inquiry. It certainly made no impres- 
sion on me because no inquiry was made and he did not press the point. 
I am not at all 

Senator McCarruy. Were you aware of the fact that I had written 
to the Secretary of the Army and asked that he be court-martialed 
prior to the time that you allowed him to be discharged ? 

General Zwicker. On that date? 

Senator McCarruy. Yes, 

General Zwicker. I was not aware of that. 

Senator McCarrny. You testified contrary to that before our com- 
mittee ; you understand that, do you not. 

General Zwicker. I am sure I did not. 

Senator McCarruy. You are sure you did not testify ? 
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General Zwicker. I am pretty certain I made no such—TI did not 
testify to that. 

Senator McCarruy. Just to refresh your recollection, you testified 
that you knew everything that was in the papers, you read the press 
stores. I called your attention to the fact that the press stories were 
out before you discharged him. You said if they were out then you 
had read them. May be. your counsel can find the spot in the book for 
you. 

General Zwicker. I have it. 

Senator McCarruy. What page ? 

General Zwicker. On page 148. 

Senator McCarruy. Now, do you want to read what you have in 
mind ? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did you also read the stories about my letter to Secretary of 
the Army Stevens in which I requested or, rather, suggested that this man be 
court-martialed, and that anyone that protected him or covered up for him be 
court-martialed? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. Do you want to change your testimony of 
today, then? 

General Zwicxer. I think that will be clarified later on, sir, if you 
will permit me to continue. 

Senator McCarruy. Certainly. 

General Zwicker (reading) : 

The CHAIRMAN. That appeared in the papers on Sunday and Monday; right? 

General ZwicKer. I don’t recall the exact date. 

The CHAIRMAN. At least, it appeared before he got his honorable discharge? 

General Zwicker. I don’t know that that was true, either, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. In any event, you saw it in a current paper, did you? 

General Zwicker. I did. 

The CHAIRMAN. You did not see the story later. So that at the time he was 
discharged, were you then aware of the fact that I had suggested a court-martial 
for him and for whvever got him special consideration ? 

General Zwicker. If the time jibes, I was. 

Senator McCarrnuy. In other words, at that time you said if the 
story appeared before he was discharged, you were aware of the facts 
in the story ? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. If the story had appeared in 
the press prior to the time that his discharge was executed—— 

Senator McCarruy. I.will inform you now that the story did so 
ap 

yeneral Zwicker. Did not? 

Senator McCartrny. That it did so appear. 

General Zwicker. I have never seen it. 

Senator McCartuy. You now say you never saw it. 

General Zwicker. I do not recall that it appeared at that time. 

Senator McCartuy. You mean you never have seen it, or you did not 
see itatthattime? You say here you saw it. 

General Zwicker. If the time jibes, Mr. Chairman, relative to the 
release—are you speaking specifically-—— 

Senator McCarruy. You now say you never saw that story ? 

General Zwicker. No; I will not say that. 

Senator McCarrny. In other words, you saw the story? 

General Zwicker. At some time or other I saw either the letter or 
the story or extracts of it. 
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Senator McCarrny. You said you saw it in the current paper. Is 
that still correct ? 

General Zwicker. A current paper is one that you read from today, 
daytoday. That is correct. 

Senator McCarruy. So you saw it the day it came out. 

Mr. Brucker. He is putting words in your mouth. 

Senator McCarruy. Will you please be quiet 

Mr. Brucker. I am not going to be quiet when you are making 
assumptions. I have a right to counsel with him, and I am going to. 

The Cuarrman. Justamoment. Repeat the question. 

Senator McCarruy. Will you read as far as I was when I was 
interrupted. 

Mr. Chairman, I wonder, would you instruct Mr. Brucker to be 
quiet until I finish my question ? 

The Cuarrman, | will keep it all under control if I get the co- 
operation of everyone here. 

Mr. Brucker. I am greatly flattered, I am flattered to have you try 
to keep me quiet because it shows apparently I am getting under your 
skin for once. 

The Cuarrman. Repeat the question and, General, I think you can 
certainly answer these questions. 

If you need any qualification you ought to catch it and be able to 
answer it. 

The Rerorrer (reading) : 

Senator McCartny. So you saw it the day it came out? 


General Zwicker. I must assume I did. 

Senator McCarruy. On page 146—do you have your testimony 
before you? 

General Zwicker. I have some; yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. On page 146 you were asked the question : 

The day the honorable discharge was signed, were you aware of the fact that 
he had appeared before our committee? 

General Zwicker. I was. 

The CHatrRMaNn. And had refused to answer certain questions? 

General Zwicker. No, sir; not specifically on answering any questions. I 
knew that he had appeared before your committee. 


Then after a page of abuse you say this: 
I know that he refused to answer questions for the committee, 


Which of those two answers is correct ¢ 

General Zwicker. Which of what two? 

Senator McCarruy. The two I just read. The first one you said 
“No, sir”; I asked the question : 


and refused to answer certain questions. 
You said: 


No, sir; not specifically on answering any questions. I knew that he had 
appeared before your committee. 


In the next page, page 147, you say: 
I know that he refused to answer questions for the committee. 


That is after you were abused and browbeaten for a page. Which 


is correct now ? 
General Zwicker. I would like to have time to find those. 





408 ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING TO IRVING PERESS 


Senator McCarrny. I am sorry. It is about three-fourths down 
page 147, starting with “I know that.” 

Mr. Brucker. Will you give us the line on that, Senator? 

Senator McCarruy. It is about 2 inches from the bottom of 147. 
First: 

The CHAIRMAN. But now you indicate you did not know that he refused to 
tell about his Communist activities ; is that correct? 

General Zwicker. I know he refused to answer questions for the committee. 

The Cuatrman. All right, General, do you have the spot now? 

General Zwicker. I do have that spotted. 

The Cuarrman. He refers to anotherone. That istwo. Get them 
both in your mind and then you can answer the question. 

Senator McCarrny. The first one is page 146. 

The Cuartrman. The first one is on page 146. Near the bottom of 
the page, about an inch from the bottom of the page. He is asking 
you which of the two answers is correct. 

Now, General, are you ready to answer? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman,. All right. 

General Zwicker. Both answers are correct. 

Senator McCarruy. The one where you say “No, sir, he did not re- 
fuse to answer questions,” and the one where you say “I know he re- 
fused to answer.” They are both correct ? 

General Zwicker. That is not the question. The question was “and 
had refused to answer certain questions.” That was the Chairman. 

My answer: 

No, sir; not specifically on answering any questions. I knew that he had ap- 
peared before your committee. 

The Cuarrman. Now, read the next one. 

General Zwicker (reading) : 

The CnHaAtRMAN. But now you indicate that you did not know that he refused 
to tell about his Communist activities; is that correct? 


My answer: 


I know that he refused to answer questions for the committee. 


Senator McCartruy. You say because the word “specifically” is not 
in the last one they are both true ? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Senator McCarruy. General, the next one following what you read : 

Did you know that he refused to answer questions about his Communist 
activities? 

General Zwicker. Specifically, I don’t believe so. 

Now, how could you be either specific or unspecific about refusing to 
answer questions ? What do you mean by that ! 

General Zwicker. It is hard to reconstruct now what I meant a year 
ago. 

Senator McCarrny. It is awfully hard. 

Let us turn to the pageagain. You say “Specifically, I don’t believe 
so.” That is in regard to answer ing questions about Communist 
activities. 

The next page, if you will drop down to the last paragraph in the 
first questions, General : 
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Now, it is your testimony that at the time you read the stories about Major 
Peress that you did not know that he had refused to answer questions before 
this committee about his Communist activities? 

General Zwicker. I am sure I had that impression. 

Now, again, which istrue?’ You say on page 147 you do not believe 
that you knew that he refused to answer questious, and after the type 
of abuse that you were subjected to on page 148 you said yes, you are 
sure you had the impression that he refused to answer. 

Which of those two are true? 

General Zwicker. They are both true. 

Senator McCarrny. They are both true? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Senator McCarthy. Page 146 you say you did not know that he 
refused to answer questions. Page 147 you said you knew he refused 
to answer questions, but not about Communist activities. Pt age 148 
you finally admit you knew he refused to answer questions about 
Communist activities. You say all three answers are correct ? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

The CuarrMan. The committee will stand in recess for 15 minutes 
or as much longer as necessary to complete the answering of the roll 
call. 

(A recess was taken. ) 

(The following members of the committee were present: Senator 
McClellan, Senator Symington, Senator Ervin, and Senator Bender.) 

The Cuamman. The committee will come to order. 

Counsel, you may resume. 

Mr. Kennepy. I think the last thing we discussed was that tele- 
phone call of January 26, and we put that memo on that call into 
the record. 

Then on January 28 you received a telephone call from John Adams 
regarding and giving you the information that Peress was to appear 
before the subcommittee on the ! 0th, is that right ? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. Did you identify this memorandum you wrote on 
that telephone call? I think you did. 

General Zwicker. I have alre ady identified this. 

The Cuarrman. Is that exhibit 71? Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. That verbal exchange with Peress regarding his 
appearance. 

Then, General, the next occurrence was on February 1, as I under- 
stand it, when Peress came to see you and requested that he be allowed 
to get out of the Army as soon as possible ? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. That date was ultimately changed to the 2d of Feb- 
ruary at 2 o’clock, is that right? 

Géneral Zwicker. That is right. 

Mr. Kennepy. Would you identity this document ? 

Senator Benpver. While he is getting the document, could I ask 
him regarding January 28? 

At what time did Mr. Adams call you? 

General Zwicker. I have a note here, 1600. 

Senator Benper. What does that mean? 

General Zwicker. Four o’clock in the afternoon. Excuse me, sir. 

I have never seen this, Mr. Counsel. 





410 ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING TO IRVING PERESS 


Mr. Kennepy. Would you tell us what it is? 
General Zwicker. It is a statement with the letterhead : 
HEADQUARTERS CAMP KILMER, 
New Brunswick, N. J., February 2, 1954. 

STATEMENT: Request my date of release, 31 March 1954, as I indicated on 
statement dated 25 January 1954 be changed to read: 2 February 1954. 

s/t/ Irvine Peress, Major, DC. 

A certified true copy. 

The Cuarrman. Did you say you never saw that document ! 

General Zwicker. I have never seen this. 

The CHarrMAN. You have never seen it before ? 

General Zwicker. No, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Could it have been delivered by Peress to your 
command somewhere, to some other branch of your command. 

General Zwicker. I believe I can explain this very simply, sir. 

The Cuatrman. All right. 

General Zwicker. He came to my office and requested that this be 
done. I told him it could be done as part of an official record. He un- 
doubtedly, subsequent to his visit with me, just simply wrote this state- 
ment and handed it to the Adjutant General. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Counsel, is this part of the Army document 
that you received ? 

Mr. Kennepy. That is right 

The Cuamman. It may be admitted as exhibit 72. 

Mr. Kennepy. On this same date, General, after Peress had come to 
your office did you then telephone General Murphy at headquarters of 
the First Army : 

General Zwicker. I did. 

Mr. Kennepy. Would you identify this document, please. 

General Zwicker. I do not know the source of this document and 
I have never seen it before, but the information and data contained 
therein seems to be substantially correct. 

The Cuatrman. Is that a document obtained from the Army files / 

Mr. Kennepy. It was, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuairman. All right. The contents of the document you are 
familiar with? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. All right. You may state what it is, what it re- 
lates to. 

General Zwicker. I read from the document: 

On February 1954, General Zwicker called General Murphy and stated that 
he wants to bring him up to date on the Peress case. It was released by the press 
and the name was tied to the face. There was a misstatement in the press re- 
leases, including the New York Times, Herald Tribune and local paper, which 
Senator McCarthy made in which he indicated that on January 23 the Army asked 
Peress to resign. General Zwicker declared that that is not true, because on the 
23d he received the administrative order (letter from the Department of the 
Army dated January 18, 1954, subject: Relief from Active Duty and Separation 
From the Service), directing his separation. That was an unclassified document. 
Immediately on the 23d, they initiated action to inform Peress of this. At that 
time Peress indicated that he would separate on March 31 (which was his preroga- 
tive as the letter gave him 90 days). 

Also, he told Colonel Gurney on January 26 that he had had an inquiry on the 
22d from Mr. Anastos, one of McCarthy’s counselors, asking him questions about 
Peress, and, after taking the proper precautions, he called him back and answered 
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the questions that he could without violating any security. As a result of that 
call, they called last Friday and requested his presence voluntarily for an in- 
vestigation by McCarthy which was held on Saturday morning. 

General Zwicker further stated that some of the press releases say that 
McCarthy is seeking trial of a major and McCarthy said yesterday that he 
would ask the Army to courtmartial him. Peress has just been in his office 
and said that he wants to be separated as soon as possible, changing the date 
from March 31, which is also his prerogative. General Zwicker indicated that 
that satisfies him and they are now separating him and he should be out by 
1400 hours tomorrow. General Murphy approved. 

General Zwicker mentioned that Peress asked that the Army clear him of 

the charges brought by McCarthy, and he told him that is not his business, but 
that while he was still in the Army he still has access to the IG 
Inspector General— 
However, he does not think Peress will do that. He said he told Mr. Anastos 
very specifically that he was being separated under the provisions of a public 
law and certain regulations, and that included complete separation from the 
Service so that he would not be permitted to retain his Reserve commission. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman, may we have that made a part of 
the record ¢ 

The Cuamrman. It may be made exhibit 73 

Mr. Kennepy. Then at 2 o’clock on the following day, February 
2, General, Irving Peress received his discharge from the Army ? 

General Zwicker. At approximately that time; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. In view of the fact that you were familiar with the 
fact that Senator McCarthy wanted Irving Peress to be court-mar- 
tialed, as indicated in this telephone conversation, at least on Febru- 
ary 1, why then did you permit him to be discharged on February 2 
and thus get out of the hands of the Army the ability to court-mar- 
tial him? 

General Zwicker. At that time, and for a long time prior to that 
date, the First Army and Department of the Army had all of the facts 
of the Peress case that I had, and undoubtedly much more. To my 
own knowledge his case had been in process for a very long period of 
time. I assumed—and I think rightly—that when I received the 
order, all of the superior headquarters concerned and mine included 
had very carefully considered and weighed every aspect of the Peress 

‘ase, and that it was their decision that based on this information and 
after considerable thought and careful study, that it was determined 
at the Department of the Army level that he should be separated in 
accordance with the letter or the order that I received. 

I couldn’t conceive of anything that I could contribute to the prob- 
lem at that time that had not ‘already been thoroughly gone over, 
digested, and a decision reached by headquarters far superior to 
mine. 

Mr. Kennepy. But, General, this was only within 36 hours pre- 
ceding this or less than that, just a little bit over 24 hours, that the 
decision had been made that Peress was to be discharged on Febru- 
ary 2 and thereby losing, the Army losing control over him, rather 
aed on March 31, which would have given more time to the Depart- 
ment of the Army to make a decision as to whether he should be court- 
martialed. 

Now, Senator McCarthy only made the statement that he felt he 
should be discharged at January 31, and the decision separating him 
from the Army was to occur just 2 or 3 days later. 
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It would certainly have been conceivable that the Department of 
the Army would not have learned that they were to lose control over 
him and therefore couldn’t follow out the wishes of the Senator. 

The Cuarrman. Counsel means Senator McCarthy made the state- 
ment about his being court-martialed instead of being discharged. 

General Zwicker. What is the question, please ? 

Mr. Kennepy. What I am trying to understand is that when—you 
personally only knew of Peress being separated from the Army, dis- 
charged from the Army, on February 1, that you gave that informa- 
tion to the First Army. However, the people in the Department of 
the Army were not aware of that, it was very possible they might not 
be aware of it and thought he was not going to be discharged until the 
31st of March, so there would have ‘been a reason to at least keep 
Irving Peress in the Army until you had discussed it with the Depart- 
ment of the Army. 

General Zwicker. My superior, commanding general, First Army, 
approved the action that I proposed to take 24 hours prior to the time 
that I did take it. If he felt that I should have done otherwise, he 
should have so directed. 

Mr. Kennepy. Did you ever discuss with him the fact that Senator 
McCarthy wanted this man court-martialed ? 

General Zwicker. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Kennepy. Wasn’t it a matter that had come to your attention 
and yet he was going to be discharged the following day—wasn’t it 
a matter where you felt the Army should retain control over this indi- 
vidual until disposition had been made of the case? 

General Zwicker. I don’t feel, Mr. Counsel, that anything could 
have been done at my level more than was done. 

Mr. Kennepy. You could have held him until at least further 
instructions came. 

General Zwicker. No, sir; I couldn’t. 

Mr. Kennepy. You could not? 

General Zwicker. I could not. 

Mr. Kennepy. After he requested to receive his discharge on Feb- 
ruary 2 you could not have held him? 

General Zwicker. In accordance with the order I could not hold him 
1 minute beyond the minimum time necessary to discharge him, if 
that was his request and desire. 

Senator Symrneron. May I ask a question there, Mr. Chairman? 

The Cuamman. Senator Symington. 

Senator Symineton. General, you say you have 500 to 1,000 letters 
a day coming to your command, addressed to you, is that right? 

General ZWICKER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. You had spoken to Colonel Burress or General 
Burress and given the problem about this man and you suggested 
he be released from the Army, is that correct ? 

General Zwicker. That is right. 

Senator Symineron. Inasmuch as you were in command of troops 
you were anxious to get the man off the base as soon as possible; is 
that right? 

General Zwicker. Y es, sir. 

Senator Ervin. May I ask a question ? 

The Cuamman. Senator Ervin. 
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Senator Ervin. General, did Senator McCarthy or any other mem- 
ber of this committee ask you to take any action to court-martial 
or hold Peress? 

General Zwicker. No, sir. 

Senator Ervin. The only thing you knew about it was the fact. that 
you read a paper giving a letter that Senator McCarthy issued to the 
press ¢ 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir; I may have read that. 

Senator Ervin. Was that letter addressed to you or to somebody 
else ¢ 

General Zwicker. That letter was not addressed to me, sir. 

Senator Ervin. It was addressed to the Secretary of the Army ? 

General Zwicker. I believe so. 

Senator Ervin. You are not accustomed to making decisions based 
on letters addressed to the Secretary of the Army in a newspaper, or 
otherwise, are you? 

General Zwicker. No, sir. 

Senator Ervin. You were about the lowest man in the chain of 
command that was involved in this thing, were you not? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir; I was low man on the totem pole. 

Senator Ervin. General, suppose you tell the committee what you 
did if anything in adjusting or promoting or adjustment in the grade 
or promotion of Major Peress. 

General Zwicker. Absolutely nothing. 

(Senator McCarthy entered the hearing room.) 

Senator Ervin. What did you do, if anything, to assist Major Peress 
in making the decision to give Major Peress an honorable discharge ? 

General Zwicker. Absolutely nothing. 

Senator Ervin. At the time you got this order directing you to dis- 
charge Major Peress on his own request at any time in 90 days, did 
you furnish a copy of that order or substance of that order to this 
committee ? 

General Zwicker. I did, sir. Not at that time, Mr. Senator. 

I believe it was at the time that Mr. Juliana visited me at my head- 
quarters that I handed him a copy of that order, which was the 13th 
of February. 

Senator Ervin. And your position is that you were merely obeying 
the orders which came to you from your superiors ? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. Where did that order originate ? 

General Zwicker. Department of the Army. 

Senator Ervin. You state, I believe, that first John Adams called 
you by telephone and told you that you were, that the committee de- 
sired you to appear before it as a witness at the time you stated. 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. The day before the date for your appearance John 
Adams came to—rather, he had a conversation with you and these 
other officers that you mentioned at your headquarters? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. And you, you say that in the course of that con- 
versation that it is quite possible that he may have <liscussed with 
you the Executive order which you subsequently invoked in respect 
to certain questions? 
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General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. That is all. 

The Cuatrman, All right. 

Senator McCarruy. Could I continue in connection with some of 
the questions Mr. Ervin asked ¢ 

When asked what, if anything, you had to do with his honorable 
discharge you said “absolutely nothing.” Is that correct? 

General Zwicker. I am sorry, I didn’t understand your question. 

Senator McCarrny. I understood you to say you had absolutely 
nothing to do with his honorable discharge. 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

— itor McCartruy. When you testified before the committee on 
February 18 you testified, as you will recall, I assume—maybe pain- 
fully so—that if he had been 

Mr. Brucker. What page, Senator ? 

Senator McCarrny. If the gentleman doesn’t remember I will give 
him the page. 

Mr. Brucker. I think he has a right to have his attention called to 
the context. 

Senator McCarruy. Why don’t you be quiet until the question is 
finished. 

Mr. Brucker. I know of no place in the court or 

Senator McCarruy. Mr. Chairman, if this man cannot be made to 
be quiet until the question is finished, he should be expelled from the 
room. 

The Cuatrrman. The Chair will undertake to keep this in order. 

When you proceed with a question, at the conclusion of the ques- 
tion, if the witness thinks that he needs any counsel he may consult 
with the attorney for the Defense Department. 

Now ask the question and when he has concluded, then you may 
weigh it and if you need to consult with your counsel you may do so, 
General. 

Proceed. 

Senator McCarrny. I hope I can without another interruption by 
the good governor. 

Mr. Brucker. Thank you. 

Senator McCarruy. General, do you recall having testified that if 
this man Peress had been accused of stealing $50, that you could have 
held up his discharge ? 

General ZwickEr. I do remember that. 

Senator McCarruy. You do not change your testimony on that? 
That is still your testimony ? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Senator McCartruy. But you felt that even though a chairman of a 
committee had called attention to the fact that he was a member of 
the Communist Party, a graduate of the Communist leadership 
school, took the fifth amendment on a vast number of question re- 
garding treasonable activities at an Army base, and asked that some- 
thing be done about it, you felt you could not hold up his discharge 
in that case ? 

General Zwicker. Mr. Senator, you were out of the room when I 
gave testimony 

Senator McCarrny. Just answer the question if you can. 
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General Zwicker. You were out of the room a moment ago when I 
did answer that question, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. Answer it again. 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. There is an entirely different distinc- 
tion between- 

Senator McCarrny. I would say there is. 

The CuarrmMan. Let the witness answer. 

General Zwicker. Let me answer your question, Senator. 

The Carman. Proceed. 

General Zwicker. There is a great distinction between evidence or 
allegations which have been made against a person which have been 
thoroughly digested, thoroughly gone into, and a decision made as a 
result of that as against new evidence or new allegations which may 
be made against a person, and specifically we will take the $50 question. 
In the first place, Mr. Senator, the First Army headquarters and 
Department of the Army had more information about Irving Peress 
than did I at my headquarters or that was of my personal knowledge. 
They had taken that information and for a very considerable period 
of time had studied it, digested it, and arrived at a conclusion. Had 
an accusation been made of Major Peress that he had stolen $50, there 
would have been no investigation made up to that time or no evidence, 
nothing to prove or disprove that he didn’t, and I would not have 
been satisfied to discharge him or any other person until that allega- 
tion was digested and either proved or disproved, and certainly if 
it were proved, he would be properly punished. And I would have 
retained him in the service until I ami: if necessary, my superiors were 
satisfied as to one or the other of those circumstances. 

Senator McCarruy. Now, you are aware, are you not, General, 
that at the time the Army made its first decision to give him an 
honorable discharge he had not taken the fifth amendment before a 
congressional committee as to espionage activity? You are aware, 
aren’t you, also that at the time the Army decided to give him the 
honorable discharge originally they did not have the testimony of the 
undercover agent for the New York Police Department and the FBI, 
so that there was a great deal of additional evidence. You knew 
that, did you not? 

General Zwicker. I did not consider it to be additional evidence, 
Mr. Senator, because in August of 1953 I was aware, as was First 
Army, as was Department of the Army, of Peress’ answers to an 
interrogatory that had been given to him during the month of August. 

Mr. Brucker. Not August. 

General Zwicker. I may be mistaken on the date, Senator. May 
I determine the correct date? 

Mr. Kennepy. August is correct. 

Mr. Brucker. August is correct. 

General Zwicker. During the month of August. The questions 
asked on that interrogatory were voluminous and many, and they 
covered every possible aspect of any individual’s connection with the 
Communist Party or any other party that might be affiliated with the 
Communist Party in great detail. 1 did not feel that there was any- 
thing new that could not be Se to be encompassed in that 
interrogatory that was developed between the time I was aware of 
it and the time he was discharged. 
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Senator McCarruy. How about the New York City policewoman 
whose testimony you did not have at that time, who testified posi- 
tively that this man attended a Communist leadership school, that 
placed him right in the Communist Party, that made him criminally 
liable also because of the original interrogatory which he answered. 
You did not have that. When you learned about that, didn’t that 
cause you to say “Well, let’s find out about this, let’s wait until Bob 
Stephens gets back from the Far East.” 

General Zwicker. May I refer to, may I have advice from counsel, 
sir? 

The CHarrman. You may. 

(The witness conferred with his counsel.) 

General Zwicker. It has been called to my attention, Mr. Senator, 
that apparently the testimony to which you were referring was taken 
on Thursday morning, February 18, 1954, whereas Peress was dis- 
charged February 2, 1954. 

(Senator Symington left the hearing room. ) 

Senator McCarrnuy. You are referring to public testimony or is it 
executive session testimony ? 

General Zwicker. That is when the testimony, so far as I know, 
of the policewoman 

Senator McCarruy. Let me refresh your recollection. 

General Zwicker. Excuse me. 

Senator McCarruy. At the time I wrote the letter to Bob Stevens, 
the one which was received and made public the day before you dis- 
charged Peress, prior to that time this policewoman had testified in 
executive session, as I recall—I beg your pardon, she had not testified 
until after Peress was discharged. 

Let me ask you this: Had you known of that witness, would you 
have felt he should be honorably discharged ? 

General Zwicker. Mr. Senator, I didn’t feel then and I don’t feel 
now that he should have been honorably discharged. 

Senator McCarrny. Thank you very much. It took many months 
to get that from you. 

I might say if your Department had wanted the information about 
this New York CG ity policewoman, it was all available to Mr. Adams 
or to you or anyone else because she had been introduced prior to the 
honorable discharge. I don’t think I have any further cross-exami- 

nation, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Just one further question by the chairman: 

I think I am understanding it and I am correct about it: Did Mr. 
Adams call you after his conference with General Weible after he 
had received the letter and given you instructions? 

General Zwicker. He did not. 

The Cuarrman. You knew nothing about that conference at the 
time he was discharged ? 

General Zwicker. I knew nothing about that conference until a 
couple of weeks ago. 

The Cuamman. If that conference occurred on, I believe the 1st. of 
February 

Senator McCartruy. Yes. 

The Cuarrmman. The list of February and he was not discharged 
until the 2d of February, in the afternoon of that day, then the De- 
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partment of the Army, your superiors, had all the information that 
the letter suggested might be available and if they made the decision 
that the discharge should proceed, although you did not know they 
had made that cities they did not advise you they had made that 
decision and they did not ‘advise you that they had concluded he 
should be retained, so you had no knowledge either way with respect 
to that conference and the result of it? 

General Zwicker. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCarruy. That seems unbelievable, Mr. Chairman. I 
frankly can’t believe that they would hold a conference to decide 
whether he should be discharged instanter and would not notify Gen 
eral Zwicker. 

The CHarrMan. It isn’t a question of whether we believe the testi- 
mony or not, but I seem to have the impression that some instructions 
were given after that to proceed. We will have Mr. Adams on the 
stand and this witness says he did not receive any such instructions. 
So we will find out from both what they will testify to. 

Any questions, Senator Bender ? 

Senator Benver. General, I have seen a lot of propaganda and lots 
of publicity around regarding who promoted Peress. 

Do you know now who promoted Peress? It seems those placards 
and things were directed to you. I don’t know what you had to do 
with it, and I wondered if you know any more about it now than you 
did before. 

General Zwicker. I still get one a month. I could name no indi- 
vidual, sir. All I know is it was a Department of the Army order. 

Senator Benper. If you had it to do over again as far as you were 
concerned, knowing as much as you do at this time, would you have 
acted exactly as you did ears 

General Zwicker. No, sir; I don’t believe I would. I have learned 
a great deal in appearing before committees for the third time and 
1 am also much better informed as to what I might or might not 
testify to at the particular hearing that I was initially. I hope that 
I would make a better impression the next time. 

Senator Brenprer. General, had anyone directed you at any time— 
that is any superior —regarding any testimony that you have given, 
was the testimony you had given previously and now your own! 
That is, without any coaching or any influence or any effort made on 
the part of anyone to direct you in any way ? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir; I believe that is correct. I must say, 
however, that since I arrived back from overseas, that I have been 
studying certain parts of previous testimony and present testimony 
and that I have been in consultation with certain people over in the 
Department of tlie Army, but in no sense could it be interpreted that 
anyone has tried to tell me what to do or what to say. I think that 
would be a little bit impossible. 

(Senator Symington entered the hearing room.) 

Senator Brenper. That is all. 

Senator Ervin. This is about the first time they sort of untied your 
arms, testimonially speaking; is it not? In other words, you have 
been sort of inhibited up to this time; have you not? 
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General Zwicker. Sir, the first question I asked Governor Brucker 
on meeting him the first time, knowing he was Chief Counsel, was: 
“Ts there any area about which I cannot testify?” And he informed 
me of that area. 

Senator Ervin. In other words, this time you came just from the 
standpoint of, as we say down in North Carolina, you are sort of foot- 
loose and fancy free. 

General Zwicker. Yes. 

Senator Ervin. This is the first time you have had quite that much 
leeway; is it not? 

General Zwicker. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Symineron. It is not fair to take that just for North Caro- 
lina, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. What do you mean, the foot-loose and fancy-free? 

Senator Symineron. Yes. Don’t you want to put a word in for 
Arkansas on that? I will for Missouri. 

The Cuamman. We operate in Arkansas without publicizing every- 
thing we do. So proceed. 

Senator Ervin. I believe you must operate like the Department of 
the Army, then. 

The Cuarrman. Proceed. 

Mr. Juxiana. General, when did you assume command at Camp 
Kilmer ? 

General Zwicker. July 15, 1953. 

Mr. Joriana. When was the first time as commanding general at 
Camp Kilmer that you learned of Irving Peress? 

General Zwicker. October 20, 1953. 

Mr. Juana. I thought, I understood the testimony and also that 
of Colonel Brown, your G-2—there was some reference made a few 
minutes ago about the interrogatory in August of 1953. Now that 
interrogatory was one granted Peress, is that correct ? 

General Zwroxer. That is correct. 

Mr. Juriana. Now, you knew of the interrogatory being granted 
Peress? 

General Zwicker. Yes. 

Mr. Juriana. In August of 1953. 

General Zwicker. Yes. 

Mr. Jut1ana. Now, did not that interrogatory bring to your atten- 
tion the fact that he was a security risk? 

Mr. Brucker. Wait a minute. I think I want to ask the witness 
a question here, if I may, with respect to his rights. 

(The witness conferred with his counsel.) 

The Cuarrman. Governor, let’s let the witness—he ought to be able 
to clear that up. He said he did not know about it until October 
and here is an interrogatory he was familiar with at some time. I 
do not know if he was familiar with it at the time. 

General Zwicker. I knew nothing of the interrogatory until 
October. 

The Cuatrman. You mean that is the first it came to your attention ? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. Then it developed that it had been circulated to 
him or submitted to him in August. 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 
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The Cuarmman. Proceed. 

Mr. Juiana. In other words, you did not find out about the inter- 
rogatory until October? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. Juana. Fine. 

Colonel Brown also testified concerning monthly reports that he 
submitted on which he indicated those security cases at Camp Kilmer. 

Now, I believe that his testimony was that he submitted those to 
G-2, First Army, is that right? 

General Zwicker. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Juniana. Well, the question is: The monthly reports submitted 
by Colonel Brown, your G-2 at Camp Kilmer, did not cross your 
desk, is that right ? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. Jutiana. That was the usual procedure? 

General Zwicker. It seemed to be. 

ME uLIANA. Now, has that procedure been corrected as far as you 
10w ¢ 

General Zwicker. It certainly has. 

Mr. Juana. Today these monthly reports on which security cases 
are either listed or—I don’t know what the physical setup is—but in 
any event the commanding general now has the benefit of that in- 
formation ¢ 

General Zwicker. I don’t know what the procedure is in all various 
farflung commands, Mr. Juliana, but I would assume that there is no 
commanding general of any unit, regardless of size, who is not now 
fairly familiar with any persons who may have derogatory informa- 
tion in their personnel] files. 

Mr. Juttana. General, also I am referring back to some testimony— 
you were not here, but Governor, I am sure you will correct me if I 
don’t state it accurately—Colonel Leverich, Dental Surgeon at Camp 
Kilmer—is that correct ? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. Juxrana. I believe the testimony is he learned of Peress from 
G-2, Department of the Army, on June 1, 1953. Now I may stand 
corrected on the date. 

Mr. Brucker. G-2 at Camp Kilmer. 

Mr. Jurrana. G-2 at Camp Kilmer told the Dental Surgeon that 
Peress was either a security case or there was derogatory information 
on Peress. 

Now you were not so advised at that time? 

General Zwicker. I was not. I was not in command at that time, 
as a matter of fact hadn’t been there until July. 

Mr. Jutitana. Was the commanding general at that time advised ? 

General Zwicker. He will have to answer that. 

Mr. Jutaana. Did the commanding general whom you relieved 
advise you of the Peress situation ? 

General Zwicker. He did not. 

Mr. Juniana. That is all. 

The Cuatrman. Any other questions? 

Mr. Kennepy. I have a question. 

The Cuarreman, All right, Mr. Kennedy. 

Mr. Kennepy. General, I want to clear up one point. 
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You didn’t learn and as of now you don’t feel you learned about the 
Peress case until October 20, is that right? 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. Before the Watkins committee—and I refer you to 
page 465—~you stated that in answer to a question from Mr. de Furia: 

When did the Peress case first come to your attention, sir? 

General Zwicker. In August 1953. 

Then page 466 the same answer. Maybe there is a misunderstand- 
ing, but I thought you had better straighten that out. Was your testi- 
mony incorrect at that time? 

General Zwicker. I don’t know. I will assume it was October, to 
the best of my knowledge now, and if I stated August then I must 
assume I was in error. 

McCartuy. How do you place it in October now / 

General Zwicker. Well, because in October, Senator, when my G-2 
brought this case to my attention, I was very much disturbed at the 
lengthy delay and I directed him to draft a letter to First Army trying 
to get the thing going and he brought the draft of the letter to me. 
I rewrote very slight parts of it and sent it on. 

That is what brings it back to my mind that it must have been then 
because I probably would have the same reaction earlier. 

Senator McCartrnuy. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kennepy. I just want to finish chronologically your knowledge 
of the case and make sure that we touched on everything. 

February 2, Peress was discharged and then on February 13 Mr. 
Juliana visited you and I believe we discussed that. 

Then as I understand it, next event was February 17 when Mr. 
Adams telephoned you and advised you that you were to appear before 
the committee on the following day. Is that right? 

General Zwicker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. And then he also visited you at that time on February 
17, he came up to visit you at Camp Kilmer prior to your appearance 
before the committee ? 

General Zwicker. He did. 

Mr. Kennepy. We have also gone into the discussion of what the 
purpose of that visit was. 

Then you testified on the 18th and then on the 24th of February ; 
will you identify this document, please ? 

General Zwicker. It is a memorandum for record: “Headquarters, 
Camp Kilmer, New Brunswick, N. J., February 24, 1954,” reads as 
follows: 


At approximately 1800 hours— 
6 p. m.— 


I received a call from Maj. Gen. Robert N. Young, G—1, Department of the Army. 
He directed that in case I am subpenaed to appear before the Senate Investigat- 
ing Subcommittee, I am to contact either the Chief of Staff or the Secretary of the 
Army for instructions prior to complying with the subpena. 


And it is signed by me. 

Mr. Kennepy. May we have that made a part of the record ? 

The Cuarrman. It may be made exhibit No. 74. 

Mr. Kennepy. Then, General, on the 2d of March you wrote a—will 
you identify this? 
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General Zwicker. This is an affidavit: “Headquarters, Camp Kil- 
mer, New Brunswick, N. J., March 2, 1954.” 

Do you wish the contents, sir? It is signed by me. 

The CuarrMaAn. Give a brief summary of it and it will go in the 
record. 

Mr. Kennepy. Is it a memorandum dealing with the contacts that 
you had with Mr. Anostos and Mr. Juliana ? 

General Zwicker. It is. 

Mr. Kennepy. May we have that made an exhibit ? 

The Cuamman. It will be made exhibit 75. 

(Exhibit No. 75 appears in the appendix on p. 426.) 

Mr. Kennepy. The date of that is 2d of March ¢ 

General Zwicker. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. That is all, 

The CHatrman. Any further questions by any member of the 
committee ? 

If not, General, you are excused. Thank you very much, sir. 

We have reached the hour of 4: 30 by my clock. 

I wish to ask Governor Brucker this: Governor Brucker, this morn- 
ing the Chair requested you to contact the Justice Department, the 
Attorney General, with respect to getting certain parts of an exhibit 
that was presented this morning, being exhibit 33, declassified so that 
it might be made a part of this record. 

Will you make a report to the committee now of what you have done? 

Mr. Brucker. Yes, sir; Mr. Chairman, I immediately telephoned 
upon adjournment to the Department of Justice and they indicated 
that they could not by telephone have information communicated 
because of the security nature of it, but that if I would send the 
communication they would get after it and give a reply, and there 
were two things connected with it, not just the one that is mentioned 
but also whether or not they had this information before them when 
they wrote the letter to you, which you have, with respect to whether 
or not Peress can be prosecuted at the present time. So I put both 
of them in. 

I was informed that they would give me a reply as soon as they 
could. I got the letter ready, sent it over, and it was in their hands 
by 2 0’clock. 

I haven’t heard yet but I assume I will hear. 

The Carman, I just wanted a report on it. We may hope for a 
clarification of the matter when we resume in the morning, I assume. 

Mr. Brucker. I hope so. 

The CHAIRMAN, The committee will stand in recess until tomorrow 
morning at 10 o’clock in this room. 

Whereupon, at 4: 35 p. m. the committee was recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m. Thursday, March, 24, 1955.) 


APPENDIX 
Exuisir No. 62 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AkMy SUMMARY SHEET 


To: Chief of Staff. 
For: Approval, signature. 
Office of preparation: Personnel Actions Branch, G-1. 
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Grade—surname: Lt. Col. Moore/bp. 

File No.:G1 201 Peress, Irving. 

Subject: Separation of Major Irving Peress as a Security Risk. 
Date: 25 Nov 53. 


DISCUSSION 


1. On 6 November 1953 Lieutenant General Burress wrote General Bolte (TAB 
A—Ltr to Gen Bolte fr Gen Burress, 6 Nov 1953) concerning Major Irving 
Peress, 01893648, a dental reserve officer, and forwarded a summary of actions 
and correspondence reference separating Major Peress from the service as & 
security risk. 

2. After coordination with G-—2 and upon recommendation of the Army Per- 
sonnel Board the determination was made to relieve Major Peress from active 
duty after completion of twelve months’ service under the involuntary release 
program since after that length of service his commission may be revoked as & 
special registrant. (Doctor Draft) under Section 4, UMT&S Act, as amended. 

3. Attached letter to Lieutenant General Burress for the signature of General 
Bolte informs General Burress of above determination. 


BECOM MENDATION 


That the attached letter (TAB B—Ltr to General Burress for signature of 
General Bolte) be approved, signed and dispatched. 


COORDINATION 


G—-2—Maj Buelow, 75230—concur 
APB—Lt Col Forbes, 73408—concur 
Rosert N. YOUNG, 
Major General, GS, 
Assistant Chief of Staff, G-1. 
Regraded unclassified by auth. of the Sec. of Army. 
J. Murray, 
Lt. Col., GS., 10 Feb. 55. 
2 Incl. 
1. TAB A—Ltr to Gen Bolte fr Gen Burress, 6 Nov 53. 
2. TAB B—-Ltr to General Burress for signature of General Bolte. 


ExuisitT No. 63 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF, 
Washington 25, D. C., December 31, 1958. 
Lieutenant General W. A. Burress, 
Commanding General, First Army, 
Governors Island, New York, New York. 

Dear PINKIE: My letter of 5 December 1953 informed you that the complete 
file on the security risk case of Major Irving Peress, 01893643, the dental reserve 
officer at Camp Kilmer, would be reviewed. The review has now been completed 
and Major Peress will be relieved from active duty as a result of board action 
under the Involuntary Release Program. 

The Adjutant General will effect the timing of his release so as to allow the 
90 days’ normal notice if Peress so desires and will provide that his commission 
will then be revoked after completion of twelve months of active service under 
the provisions of special registrants (Doctor Draft) contained in Section 4, 
Universal Military Training and Service Act. This procedure is considered the 
most expeditious appropriate means of returning Major Peress to civilian status. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLIE 
Cuartes L. Botte, 
General, U. S. Army, Vice Chief of Staff. 
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Exursit No. 64 
Frpruary 1, 1954. 
Honorable Rosert STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Bos: Weeks of investigation by the Senate Investigating Committee un- 
covered what appears to be very conclusive proof of Communist activities on 
the part of a major now on active duty at Camp Kilmer. He had been assigned 
to duty near Yokohama, Japan. However, when he arrived at the port of de- 
barkation, those orders were cancelled upon his request and he was subsequently 
assigned to Camp Kilmer. The only reason given for this change of orders was 
that his wife and daughter were visiting a psychiatrist whose name he cannot 
even remember. 

There are convincing indications that he has been recruiting soldiers into the 
Communist Party, that he has attended a Communist leadership school, and 
that he may have personally organized a Communist cell at Camp Kilmer. He 
was called before the Committee in Executive Session and given an opportunity 
to deny under oath the evidence that he was an active participant in the Com- 
munist conspiracy. He refused to answer all questions about his Communist 
Party activities, e. g., as to whether Communist meetings were held at his home, 
whether he organized a Communist cell at Camp Kilmer, whether he was suc- 
cessful in recruiting soldiers into the Communist Party, whether he attended a 
Communist leadership school, whether a Communist helped him obtain a desired 
change in his orders, etc. 

The evidence shows that last August the Army submitted to him a question- 
naire in regard to his alleged Communist activities and that he refused to 
answer the questions on the ground that his answers might tend to incriminate 
him. Nevertheless a few months thereafter he was promoted to the rank of 
major. It was only after our committee became active in the case that he was 
asked to resign. He has indicated that he plans on resigning some time prior 
to March 31 of this year. Having discussed with you a number of times what 
I consider a most dangerous and successful penetration of our military by the 
Communist conspiracy over the past twenty years, I fully realize your great and 
intelligent interest in this matter and that you realize the danger and are as eager 
to remove Communists from the military as anyone on my committee. It would 
seem therefore that this offers an excellent opportunity to set an example and 
to blaze an encouraging and healthy new road in this Administration’s attempts 
to fulfill our campaign promise of removing all Communists from Government. 
I therefore make the following suggestions : 

(1) That Court Martial proceedings be immediately instituted against the 
major. It would seem that the very least charge of which he would be found 
guilty as a matter of course would be “conduct unbecoming an officer.” 

(2) A thorough investigation by your Department would disclose the names 
of those responsible officers who had full knowledge of his Communist activities 
and either took no steps to have him removed or were responsible for his promo- 
tion thereafter. They also, of course, took an oath to protect this country 
against all enemies, foreign and domestic. Aiding in the promotion of, or the 
failure to expose the Communist activities of a fellow officer is a violation of that 
oath and without question should subject them to a court martial. 

(3) As above stated, when this officer was assigned to a duty station at 
Yokohama, he succeeded in getting those orders changed and being assigned to 
a duty station in the United States merely on the grounds that his wife and 
daughter were visiting a psychiatrist. As you and I well know, a vast number 
of young men with much more aggravated hardship stories of sickness in the 
family, etc., who request deferment from foreign service are of necessity required 
to serve their usual time out of this country. In view of his refusal to state 
whether a Communist aided him in having his orders changed, I would strongly 
urge a complete investigation, preferably by the Inspector General’s Office, to 
determine who was responsible for the change in his orders and why; again 
having a Court Martial in mind if this were improperly done. 

I very strongly feel that prompt and vigorous Court Martiai proceedings 
against all those involved in this case of failure to remove, promoting and obtain- 
ing special favors for a man known to them to be part of the Communist con- 
spiracy, can do more than any one thing to serve notice on every other officer 
in the Army that under your Administration of the Army a new day has really 
dawned in which every officer will be held strictly accountable to his oath “to 
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defend this Nation against all enemies, foreign and domestic,” and that a failure 
to report and take action against Communists will result in court martial. 

I realize that this letter will be interpreted by the leftwing elements of press, 
radio, and television as “a fight with Secretary of the Army Stevens.” 
Therefore, let me try again to make it clear that I have great respect for you 
both as an individual and as Secretary of the Army. I feel that you have served 
tremendously well in a most thankless job. 

In closing, let me suggest that if you decide to follow the above suggestions, our 
committee will be available to help you in every way possible. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joe McCarruy. 

JMc :dmg 


Exursitr No. 66 


HEADQUARTERS CAMP KILMER, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMANDING GENERAL, 
New Brunswick, New Jersey, 8 November 1953. 


Lieutenant General W. A. BurREss, 
Commanding General, First Army, 
Governors Island, New York, New York 

DeAR GENERAL Burress: Reference our conversation of this morning concern- 
ing the promotion of Captain Irving Peress, O-1—S893-643, DC, USAR, this officer 
has refused to sign a loyalty certificate and refused to answer an interrogatory 
concerning his affiliation with subversive organizations claiming constitutional 
privileges. Investigation completed 15 April 1953 determined that this officer 
was a known and active Communist in Queens, New York. The pertinent details 
of his case are on file in the G2 Section in yours and this headquarters. This 
individual was promoted to Major, and to remain on duty in this rank, pursuant 
to letter orders dated 23 October 1953. I am unable to reconcile such policies, 
particularly at a time when outstanding officers are being forced to return to 
inactive status. 

I have just received letters of notification on two such officers of this com- 
mand, namely: Major John B. Myers, AGC, formerly an Infantry officer, and 
holder of the DSC, Purple Heart, Silver Star, and Bronze Star. Major Myers 
has done an outstanding job as Special Services Officer here since October 1952. 
He was transferred to the Army Specialists Corps as a result of wounds received 
in World War II, and was later absorbed into AGC when the Specialists Corps 
was discontinued. 

Major Eugene Doda, AGC, Postal Officer at this station who was specially 
Selected to fill this sensitive position and reported to Camp Kilmer in December 
1952. He has done a superior job straightening out a complex postal problem 
here, and is an officer of adequate capabilities to handle the many faceted postal 
affairs at an installation of this kind. 

In addition, renewal of category has been refused on Lt Colonel Owen W. Huff, 
AGC, Executive Officer to the Commanding Officer, Army Personnel Center who 
joined this Command in August 1953. Almost all of Colonel Huff's commissioned 
service has been in the handling of casual operations such as prevail here at 
Camp Kilmer. He is one of the few particularly well-qualified officers presently 
on duty at this station, and a suitable replacement with equal experience and 
training will be difficult to find. 

If there is anything that can be done to save these officers to the active service, 
I strongly recommend that it be undertaken. 

As to the new organization structure at Camp Kilmer and the activation of 
the 1264th ASU for the Personnel Center, General Order #134 your headquarters 
assigns the 1264th ASU as a subordinate command of my headquarters. My 
original recommendation to you was that the four stations directed by Depart- 
ment of Army would be directly under this headquarters, doing away with the 
intermediate Army Personnel Center headquarters as such and having my post 
Staff operate in a dual capacity. This recommendation was concurred in by 
your headquarters, but was not acceptable to Department of Army, who directed 
the present 1264th ASU personnel Center Headquarters with its own four sub- 
ordinate stations (Bns). In view of this I recommend reconsideration of the 
last paragraph of your letter to me dated 31 October. I assure you that my 
interest in and supervision of the Army Personnel Center will continue as 
highest priority here at Camp Kilmer. 
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Since my comment to you regarding our need of some sixty clerk-typists, the 
C & A Section of your headquarters has approved the assignment of thirty-three 
enlisted personnel that we screened from the First Army pipeline. We have 
been further advised that thirty-three on-the-job trainee Class B personnel will 
arrive from Fort Dix on or about 12-15 November, with twelve additional such 
Class B personnel due to be assigned on or about 18-20 November. These 
should meet our immediate needs, however past experience has shown that per- 
sonnel screened from the pipeline are, for the most part, short timers and there- 
fore require frequent and continual replacement. The most effective personnel 
in this category are the Class B on-the-job trainee people, as they remain on 
duty long enough to learn their respective jobs and are fairly stable in their 
performance. Should the need arise, and I believe it will, for additional clerk- 
typist replacements, I believe consideration should be given to releasing such 
Class B personnel to this command even prior to the completion of their full 
course as clerk-typist at Dix, time of release and transfer to Camp Kilmer to 
be after they are reasuynably proficient typists, but before they have completed 
the military correspondence phase of their instruction. We could then use such 
as clerk-typists on copy work for say, six hours a day and include them in our 
presently organized clerk typist classes for two hours daily until they completed 
the full course required. 

All here appreciated the time you and Secretary Stevens spent with us yester- 
day and are looking forward to a more extended visit from you in the near 
future. 

Respectfully, 
/s/ Ralph W. Zwicker 
RaLpH W. ZWIcKER, 
Brigadier General, USA. 


Exuisit No. 69 


HEADQUARTERS First ARMY, 
GoveRNoORS ISLAND, New Yorx 4, N. Y., 
Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, Intelligence, 
6, January 1954. 
AHFKB-SD-PSB, 
Subject: Peress, Irving, DC, 01893643. 
To: Commanding General, Camp Kilmer, New Jersey, Attn.: G2. 

1. This office has been informed that Major Irving Peress, DC, 01893643, your 
station, will be relieved from active duty as a result of board action under the 
Involuntary Release Program. 

2. The Adjutant General will effect the timing of his release so as to allow 
the 90 days’ normal notice if Peress so desires and will provide that his com- 
mission will then be revoked after completion of twelve months of active 
service under the provisions of special registrants contained in Section 4, 
Universal Military Training and Service Act. This procedure is considered 
the most expeditious appropriate means of returning Peress to civilian status. 

For the Assistant Chief of Staff, G2: 

Ronatp F. THOMAS, 
Lt. Colonel, GS, 
Chief, Security Division, 
A certified true copy: 
ALBERT RoBICHOUD, 
Capt. MPC 02045268. 
Regarded unclassified by authority of Sec. of Army. 
J. Murray, 
Lt. Col., GS, 8 Feb 1955. 


Hxureit No. 71 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 


At 1600, 28 January 1954, the undersigned received a telephone call from 
Mr. John D. Adams, Council to the Secretary of the Army, Pentagon, Washbing- 
ton, D. C., relative to Major Irving B. Peress, 01893643. 
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Mr. Adams requested that I contact Major Peress and request him to be 
present in Room 36, U. S. Court House, Foley Square, New York City, at 10:30 
AM, 30 January 1954, for the purpose of appearing before the Senate Investi- 
gating Committee, of which Senator McCarthy is Chairman. 

I was unable to locate Major Peress on the 28th of January, but did give 
above information to him at 0815, 29 January 1954. Major Peress indicated 
that he would be present at the time and place indicated above. I granted him 
permission to make his appearance in civilian clothes and further excused him 
from duty on 30 January 1954. 

/s/ Ralph W. Zwicker 
RALPH W. ZwICKER, 
Brigadier General, USA, 
Commanding. 

Certified a true copy: 

C. T. Brown, Lt. Col., GS. 


Exutsir No. 75 


HEADQUARTERS CAMP KILMER, 
New Brunswick, New Jersey, 2 March 1954. 


AFFIDAVIT 


Brigadier General Ralph W. Zwicker, being first duly sworn deposes and says: 

On 22 January 1954 Mr. Anastos, an investigator from Senator McCarthy’s 
office, called and said in effect, “we understand that you have a Major at Camp 
Kilmer who has been under investigation, I would like his name.” On verifying, 
by return telephone call to Senator McCarthy’s office and contacting Mr. 
Anastos there, I stated to him in effect, “I believe the name of the person 
to whom you referred in your call to me is Major Irving Peress.”’ 

On 23 January 1954, I called Mr. Anastos and told him that I had just received 
a Department of The Army order, dated 18 January 1954, directing separation 
of Major Peress. 

On 13 February 1954, Mr. Juliano, another investigator from Senator McCar- 
thy’s office, personally visited me in my office at Camp Kilmer. He attempted 
to elicit classified information relative to the Peress case and I indicated to him 
that he was as well aware of the executive order as amplified by the Secretary 
of The Army as I, and that I could not give him any information relative to 
Peress other than that which was not classified. He said, “I understand.” 
He spent considerable time that same date questioning other offices in my head- 
“quarters. While talking to me I took a copy of the TAG order, directing 
Peress’ separation, from our file and gave it to him. This or another copy 
of it was available to Senator McCarthy and his counsels during the closed 
Executive Sessions February 18th, during which I was questioned. 

(Signed) Ralph W. Zwicker 
RALPH W. ZWICKER, 
Brigadier General, USA, 
Commanding. 


Subscribed and Sworn to before me this 2nd day of March 1954. 
GrorcE M. GALLAGHER, 


Ist Lt. AGO, 
Asst. Adj. Gen, 











